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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Norra has announced that he will take no more 
witness actions during the present sittings. 





Ir 1s BELIEVED that the present sittings will not continue beyond 


| Saturday, the 10th of August, notwithstanding that the Court of 
_| Appeal and all the courts of the Chancery Division have assigned 


to themselves in the Sittings Paper work for the following Monday. 





Durixc the present week the Lord Chancellor has presided in 
Court of Appeal No. 1, and Lord Justice Bowen has been sitting 
for chamber business in the Queen’s Bench Division. 





Tue Royat weppine on Saturday will have one special feature : 
the entry of the event in the register, to be signed by the contract- 
ing parties and witnesses, will be in unusual form and of unusual 
length. For the Royal Marriage Act (12 Geo. 3, c. 11) provides 
that, ‘‘to preserve the memory thereof,” the previous consent of 
the Queen, signified under the Great Seal, and declared in Council, 
shall be ‘‘set out in the licence and register of marriage.” 
Marriages of any of the Royal family were expressly exempted 
from the provision of the Marriage Act, 1823 (4 Geo. 4, c. 76, s. 
28), requiring an entry to be made immediately after the ceremony 
in the register, but this provision was repealed by the Registration 
Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 86, s. 1), and, in lieu thereof, this 
latter Act requires (section 31) ‘‘ every clergyman of the Church 
of England, immediately after every office of matrimony solemnized 
by him,” to register in duplicate, in the form prescribed by the 
Act, the several particulars relating to the marriage; and this Act 
contains no exception of Royal marriages. The form of entry in 
the register prescribed by the Act does not lend itself very readily 
to the insertion of the terms of the formal consent under the Great 
Seal, and it will be interesting to know in what part of the form 
they are introduced. 





Soxicrrors w#o act for an appellant will in fature do well to 
bear in mind that the Court of Appeal requires three copies of all 
necessary documents to be supplied by the appellant’s solicitor on 
the hearing of an appeal—one copy for the use of each member of 
the court. Owing to want of attention to this matter, the business 
of Court of Appeal No. 2 was nearly brought to a standstill on 
Tuesday last. One of the cases in the list was an appeal from the 
dismissal of an action which sought a declaration to set aside a 
conveyance as fraudulent against creditors, and the case was 
ordered to stand over as three copies of the pleadings in the action 
were not obtainable. The next case, which happened to be the 
last in the day’s cause list, was an appeal by a defendant in an 
action for deceit brought by a shareholder in a company by reason 
of an alleged false statement as to the profits of a business con- 
tained in a prospectus and in a circular letter issued by the direc- 
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tors of the company; the Court of Appeal experienced great 
difficulty in obtaining three copies of the prospectus and circular 
letter in question and also of certain interrogatories which were 
material as containing the evidence of the facts. Lord Justice Fry 
said it was ‘‘ too bad that the time of the court should be occupied 
in the performance of what amounted to an operation attended 
usually with as much reluctance and difficulty as the extraction of 
a tooth or other excruciating surgical operation,” and Lord Justice 
Lorrs expressed in pathetic terms his own experience on the 
matter. A suggestion made by counsel, that the cause of the evil 
was traceable to the stringent manner in which costs were dealt 
with in the taxing office, was at once repelled by Lord Justice 
Corron, who said that on a former occasion he had made inquiry, 
and ascertained from the taxing masters that the costs of supplying 
for the use of the judges of the Court of Appeal three copies of 
all documents material to the appeal were always allowed on 
taxation. His lordship added that in future the court might have 
to consider whether an appellant’s solicitor who failed to supply 
the court with three copies of all necessary documents ought not 
to be required personally to pay the costs occasioned by any 
adjournment of the hearing of the appeal. 


Ir 1s INTERESTING to compare the system of registration of title 
proposed for Ireland by the new Government Local Registration 
of Title (Ireland) Bill with that proposed for England by the 
now defunct Land Transfer Bill. In Ireland there has, since 
1708, been a registry of deeds, and, since 1865, a voluntary 
registry or record of title, embodying the system of Lord West- 
nury’s Act of 1862. Inthe case of purchasers under the Irish 
Church Act, 1869, or any of the Acts subsequently passed for land 
purchate, who owe money to the State, registration in the registry 
of deeds is already compulsory. Inthe case of these persons it 
is proposed that registration of title under the new Bill shall be 
compulsory, but clause 23 provides that, ‘in all other cases, regis- 
tration under this Act shall be voluntary.” That is to say, while 
in England we are told that compulsory registration is essential 
to the working of a system of registry of title, and will confer 
extraordinary advantages on landowners, this sweet boon is to be 
denied to the Irish landowner not owing money to the State. 
Why? The answer is to be found in the subsequent part of clause 
23, which provides that tenant-purchasers owing money to the 
State who, within one year, make application for first registration 
as owners of land which, before the commencement of the Act, has 
been sold and conveyed to or vested in them or some persons 
through whom they claim, are to be registered free of charge. 
The expense of registration of title is likely to be too great to be 
imposed compulsorily on Irish landowners. But this is not 
the only divergence from the English Bill. The provi- 
sions of the latter relating to qualified and possessory titles 
are thrown overboard, and the reasons given for this in 
the introductory memorandum deserve careful consideration. 
‘These complicated provisions,” we arc told, ‘‘are not required 
in Ireland. Tenant purchasers start in all cases with a clear root 
of title, and ¢¢ is not probable that many estates will be voluntarily 
registered unless they are so held as to enable their owners to be 
registered with an absolute title.” That is to say, by the admission 
of the very Government which introduced the Land Tranefer Bill 
containing elaborate provisions for qualified and possessory titles, 
these provisions are not such as landowners will wish to avail 
themselves of unless they are compelled to do so. The main 
principle of the Bill, however, is the localization of registration. 
There is to be a central office in Dublin and a local office in each 
county in Ireland under the management of the Clerk of the 
Crown and Peace, if he is a solicitor, and if he is not a solicitor, 
either of the Clerk of the Crown and Peace “or of such other 
person, being a solicitor, as shall be appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor.” We think that the present measure indicates that 
the Government have to some extent got on the right track with 
regard to this question. If ever a successful system of registra- 
tion of title is to be established in England it must be voluntary, 
oa completely localized, and must be worked through 
solicitors. 


WE BELIEVE that never since the establishment of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, have the council had such a brilliant record 








to present to their constituents as that of the past year. Not in 
one department alone, but in every department under the control 
of the governing body, the greatest activity has been manifested, 
with correspondingly satisfactory results. No fewer than 1,139 
new members joined the society during the year ending with the 
annual meeting. A still more material fact has been that the bond 
of union between the Incorporated Law Society and the provincial 
law societies has been drawn closer, and the influence of the pro- 
fession concentrated. As regards legislation, the council have 
succeeded in carrying three measures of the highest importance. 
By the Solicitors Act the duties of the Petty Bag Office were trans- 
ferred to the seciety, and the Professional Purposes Committee was 
constituted, with statutory authority to hear applications against 
solicitors. This important - towards vesting the discipline of 
solicitors in a domestic tribunal would by itself furnish no incon- 
siderable reason for congratulation; but, in addition, the council 
successfully promoted the Trustee Act, 1888, and the Land 
Charges Registration Act, 1888, thereby removing serious hard- 
ships and inconveniences, and, as regards the former Act, cutting 
away the main grounds on which a Public Trustee Act can be 
demanded and is likely to be successful. In addition they 
procured the insertion in the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1889, of clauses limiting the claim of the Crown in respect of 
death duties. But it is by their action with regard to the Land 
Transfer Bill that the council have chiefly earned the gratitude 
of the profession. Not only has every stage of the measure 
been closely watched, and influence been brought to bear on the 
Select Committee, inducing them to strike out the clauses which 
authorized the conduct of conveyancing business by Government 
officials and unqualified persons, but the council, departing from 
their accustomed methods of action, have undertaken, and, with the 
aid of the provincial law societies, carried out, an organization for 
bringing before every member of Parliament the objections to the 
compulsory provisions of the Bill. The labour and anxiety in- 
volved in this great movement can hardly be estimated, but its 
succees has been complete ; the result has been, in all probability, to 
relieve the profession and the public for some years to come of any 
attempt at a compulsory system of registration of title. It must 
not be forgotten, too, that, for the first time on record, the Rule 
Committee have given way to remonstrance. The representations 
of the council, backed by a strong body of London and pro- 
vincial solicitors, have procured the alteration of a rule of court 
which threatened to inflict gross injustice on solicitors. The council 
have also, as the president announced, at last succeeded in in- 
ducing the Inns of Court to waive the present requirement of one 
year’s abandonment of practice by a solicitor before his call to the 
bar. In the department of litigation the council has achieved the 
most important victory yet obtained, in a decision entitling solici- 
tors, where they do not become entitled to the conducting fee on 
sales by auction, to be paid according to the old system as altered 
by schedule 2 for the preliminary work done in connection with 
the auction not covered by the deducing scale; and, more important 
still, in all probability reversing the tide of decision on the 
Remuneration Order, which, for some reason or other, has been 
construed by the Court of Appeal in a spirit of extreme severity to 
solicitors. We say that these results of the labours of the council 
during the past year entitle them to the gratitude of the pro- 
fession, even without taking into account their ordinary miscel- 
laneous work, which we believe was never more efficiently con- 
ducted. This being so, we cannot help expressing our regret that 
the annual report should be such a dull and uninteresting produc- 
tion. It is too long by half, and as colourless and dry as the report 
to a local board of a medical officer of health. We would suggest 
that in future years some member of the council, possessed of literary 
ekill, should be intrusted with the duty of bringing into shape the 
materials for the year’s record of the council’s doings. That body 
may perhaps say this year, and with some justice, that good wine 
needs no bush, but they cannot expect to have always such a satis- 
factory career. There have been periods in which the council’s 
“ wine” has needed a good deal of ‘‘ bush.” 





In tHe cask of Re Lidiard and Jackson (reported elsewhere) 
Mr. Justice Kay decided an interesting point as to dealings with 
land formerly copyhold, but as to which no manorial cleims have 
been for many years made. There were two recent deeds, of the 
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years 1878 and 1883, which mentioned that the land in question 
had formerly been copyhold, but for seventy years the lord of the 
manor had not attempted to aseert any claim, and within that 
period it had on several occasions been conveyed as freehold. 
There are, of course, two ways by which the lord’s claims may be 
held to have been extinguished, either under the Statute of 
Limitations or by presumption of enfranchisement. As to the 
former, difficulty may be suggested, because it seems that manorial 
incidents, such as heriots and reliefs, which are only due at 
irregular intervals, are not barred by the statute (Chichester v. 
Hall, 17 L. T. 121, Elton on Copyholds, p. 195), and Mr. Exton 
suggests (p. 198) that on this ground the statute does not apply to 
a lord’s rights, and that a mere possessor for the statutory period 
cannot claim to hold the land discharged from all copyhold 
eervices. But the answer probably is that, although some of these 
may remain due, in spite of long non-payment, from copyhold 
tenants, yet they cannot be required from a possessor who has 
rever been admitted. The lord’s remedy against him is to compel 
him to come in to be admitted by seizing quousque, and the right 
to do this is a right of entry under the Statute of Limitations, and 
so may be barred by time. This is the view which Kay, J., 
adopted; but if it is incorrect, the presumption of enfranchisement 
is quite sufficient to confirm the land as frechold. In Roe v. 
Ireland (11 East, 280) such a presumption was made after the 
lapse of 160 years even against the Crown, and Lord Etten- 
noroucH, C.J., said he would presume anything capable of being 
presumed in order to support an enjoyment for so long a period, 
and the same principle was emphatically laid down in Eldridge v. 
Knott (Cowp. 214). Mr. Justice Kay has now held that seventy 
years is long enough for the presumption, and, whichever ground 
of the decision be taken, it will materially facilitate the dealing 
with lands which are copyhold by reputation merely, but with 
regard to which no manorial claim has for a long period been 
made. 





In peciptne the case of Cochrane v. Moore, the case of Mr. 
Benzon’s gift of a quarter of a racehorse, Lord Justice Lorrs held 
that delivery is not essential to a valid gift of chattels. In so 
doing he followed the current of recent decisions, which have 
reversed the tendency of the earlier authorities. We have on a 
former occasion (31 Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 725) commented on the 
confusion which has frequently arisen from treating the rules 
applicable to donations mortis causd as on a similar footing to 
those applicable to gifts inter vivos. In the former case they 
are derived from the Roman law, in which delivery played a 
much more important part than in our own; in the latter case they 
are founded on the common law, but whether this makes delivery 
essential has been a moot point. Early authorities say it is not, 
but possibly these apply only where the gift is by deed, and in 
Irons v. Smallpiece (2 B. & Ald. 551) it was decisively laid down 
that for a transfer of property by gift there must either be a deed 
or instrument of gift, or an actusl delivery of the thing to the 
donee. But this was denied by Parke, B., in Ward v. Audland 
(16 M. & W., at p. 870); and Winter v. Winter (9 W. R. 747), 
Re Harcourt (31 W. R. 578), and Re Ridgway (15 Q. B. D. 447) 
were all the other way. In Winter v. Winter Cromrton, J., laid it 
down that actual delivery of a chattel is not necessary in a gift inéer 
vivos, but it is sufficient if the conduct of the parties shews that the 
ownership of the chattel has changed. The two later cases estab- 
lish the rule more clearly, and point out that the two essentials are 
a clear intention on the part of the donor to make an immediate 
gift and a clear intention on the part of the donee to accept and 
act upon it. The latter point, however, does not seem to be fully 
accepted in Re Ridgway, as it was contemplated in that case that 
there might be a valid gift to an infant who could have no such in- 
tention ; but as it was held that there was no immediate present 
gift, the point was not necessary to be discussed. In Cochrane v. 
Moore Lord Justice Lores accepted the rule as thus stated, adding 
that actual delivery was only evidence of intention, and was not 
in itself essential. The case was important from the peculiar 
subject-matter of the gift, and had the decision been otherwise it 
would apparently have been impossible to have made a gift of this 
nature, where delivery is imposeible, except by deed, or at any rate 
by an instrument in writing. 


Tur woxps of the Acts of Uniformity ecem sufficiently clear to 





have avoided the prolix argument by which the counsel for the 
Bishop of Lrxcotn sought to establish that bishops are not bound 
by them. At any rate, the Archbishop had little difficulty in 
coming to a decision, and, considering the multitude of small points 
which had been urged upon him, perhaps he was wise in giving no 
reasons. By 14 Car. 2, c. 4, s. 2 (Revised Edition of the Statutes), 
which repeats 1 Eliz. c. 2, it is enacted that “all and singular 
ministers in any cathedral, collegiate, or parish church or chapel 

shall be bound to say and use the morning prayer, even- 
ing prayer, and celebration and administration of both the sacra- 
ments,” according to the forms in the Book of Common Prayer 
annexed thereto. The word ‘‘ minister,” as here used, obviously 
refers to the person who is officiating, whatever may be his rank, 
but it was sought to restrict its meaning by pointing to other sec- 
tions in this Act and in the Act of Exizaserm which provide for 
the punishment of “parsons, vicars, or other ministers’’ offending 
against them, and for a public declaration of assent by such peraons. 
But though it may be admitted that the word ‘ ministers ’’ in this 
latter connection cannot be interpreted to mean anyone of a higher 
rank than a priest (see Zhe Archbishop of Canterbury's case, 2 
Rep. 46 b), yet there seems little reason on this account to restrict 
its generality on the previous occasion, and any reason for such 
restriction is more than outweighed by the obvious intention of the 
Acts to introduce uniformity of worship. A curious little scene 
was enacted when the objection had been overruled and the articles 
admitted, shewing the laudable desire of the court to hasten on 
with the case. The Archbishop forthwith announced that he would 
sit on four days of next week to hear it on the merits. If anything 
could startle the suavity of Sir Warren Purtimore this would 
have done it, but he only intimated quietly that the pleadings were 
still in their infancy. To oblige his grace, he handed in a negative 
issue at once, and then asked for a fortnight to file his responsive 
allegation. After that there might be a reply, and at some future 
date issue would be joined and the cause set down for trial. His 
grace had no course open but to submit to the inevitable, and the 
case was adjourned over the vacation. 


Tue provistons of the 85th section of the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, as to costs appear occasionally to work 
unjustly against the interests of large public undertakings. In 
acquiring, by virtue of an Act of Parliament, the right to 
compulsory purchase of land, a corresponding liability must neces- 
sarily arise, and as a result, when once the purchase-money is 
paid into court, it may remain there for a long series of years, 
during which the company is liable from time to time to pay the 
costs of petitions for distribution or investment of portions thereof, 
even under settlements made after the transaction of sale and 
purchase has been concluded. The case of Re Brooshooft’s Settle- 
ment, heard on the 13th inst. before Mr. Justice Kay, was one in 
which the property had been made subject to a settlement after the 
money was in court, and in which the parties petitioned for a dis- 
tribution. A strenuous argument was adduced against the payment 
of the costs of this petition by the company, but the learned 
judge overruled the objection, on the ground that previous deci- 
sions were against it, and that the compulsory purchase made the 
company liable. One portion of the fund, in which a married 
lady restrained from anticipation is interested, remains in court, 
and can only be taken out after the death of this lady on a pro- 
ceeding for which the company will also have to pay. This, no 
doubt, is an aggravated instance of a description not applicable to 
a large class of cases, but the apparent injustice to the company 
arises out of the rights they acquired under their Act, and it must 
be assumed that the parties entitled to the fund would have put 
the land into settlement whether taken by the company or not. 
Most of the great railway companies submit without question to 
their liability in respect of land compulsorily taken, but there are 
public bodies who habitually demur to the impost. 


Ir was sovcut in Edwards y. Salmon to recover a penalty of £50, 
and to render incapable of any office or employment under the 
Public Health Act, a town clerk who, in consideration of extra 
services, as clerk to the urban sanitary authority, in connection with 
an irrigation scheme for the district, had teen voted by the town 
council an extra allowance of 500 guineas beyond his salary. Sec- 
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tion 193 of the Public Health Act, 1875, provides that, ‘‘ if any such 
officer or servant under colour of his office or employment, 
exacts or accepts any fee or reward whatsoever other than his proper 
salary, wages, and allowances, he shall be incapable of afterwards 
holding or continuing in any office or employment under this Act, 
and shall forfeit and pay the sum of £50.’ The section is rather 
singularly worded, but it is plainly aimed at the exaction or 
acceptance by the officer of sums beyond the remuneration duly voted 
to him by the local authority. The section, moreover, expressly 
recognizes ‘‘allowances,”’ and the Court of Appeal held that this 
term included extra payment for extra work; that the urban 
sanitary authority had jurisdiction to fix these allowances, and had 
done so; hence the appeal was dismissed with costs. Nothing but 
the severity with which the prior part of the section as to con- 
tracts has been construed could have led to such a claim as was set 
up in the action. 


“IN HIS OWN RIGHT.” 
Tue Court of Appeal, consisting of Corron and Lixptey, L.JJ., 
considered, in the recent case of Bainbridge v. Smith (37 W. RB. 
594), the meaning of the clause, frequently inserted in articles of 
association, which requires as a qualification for a director the 
holding of a certain number of shares in his own right. Probably 
there would not have been much difficulty but for a decision of 
the late Master of the Rolls in Pulbrook v. Richmond Consolidated 
Mining Co. (27 W. R. 377, 9 Ch. D. 610), and as to the correct- 
ness of this—or, rather, as to the advisability of following it—the 
Lords Justices were divided in opinion. The provision there in 
question was in the following terms:—‘‘ No person shall be 
eligible as a director unless he holds, as registered member in his 
own right, capital of the nominal value of £500 at least.” In 
construing this Sir Grorcr Jessen adopted the principle that no 
information could be used by the company which was not upon the 
register. ‘‘ The company cannot look bebind the register as to the 
beneficial interest, but must take the register as conclusive, and 
cannot inquire cither for this purpose, or, indeed, for any other, 
into the trusts affecting the shares.” As it was clear, however, 
that the words imported something more than being merely on the 
register, it became necessary to ascertain what else they could mean, 
and coneequently what facts restrictive of the absolute ownership in 
the shares could be there entered. For this purpose reference was 
made to other articles, one of which provided that any person 
becoming entitled to a registered share in consequence of the death 
or bankruptcy of any member, or in consequence of the marriage 
of any female, might be registered as a member in respect of such 
shares, or might transfer them without registration ; and another 
that the executors or administrators of a deceased member should 
be the only persons recognized by the company as having any title 
to a share registered in the name of such member. From these it 
was inferred that a man might be registered as executor or admin- 
istrator, or as trustee in bankruptcy, or as the husband of a 
woman herself a shareholder, and that, consequently, there 
were at least three seperate classes of persons who might be 
registered, and who would not be registered as members in their 
own right, but in the right of other persons. But the answer to 
this is very simple. The clauses are merely intended to regulate 
the transfer of shares in the register, or to point out the persons 
who, without themselves becoming members, are authorized to 
direct such transfer, and they contain no provision that, in 
the event of their electing to become members, the register 
shall shew their representative capacity. If such an entry 
were made it would, as Corroy, L.J., in the recent case 
pointed out, be in opposition to the provision of section 30 
of the Companies Act, 1862, that a company is not bound 
to take notice of any trust. Moreover, it would be quite inopera- 
tive for all usual purposes connected with the company, as the 
present liability of the executor or other representative member 
would not be diminished. Although, then, such entries may 
occasionally be made, yet they are without effect, and clearly they 
cannot be relied upon as a basis for Sir Grorcr Jessex’s construc- 
tion of the phrase, holding in one’s own right. There is no doubt, 
of course, that the Companies Act docs to a certain extent recog- 
nize the representative character of executors, and section 76 pro- 
vides that in the event of a winding up they shall be liable to con- 


tribute out of their testator’s assets. But in such a case 
there is no question of their either becoming members themselves 
or transferring the shares. They have simply to satisfy the obliga- 
tions of the deceased. This, therefore, does not affect the ordinary 
case where the executor has to elect what to do with regard to 
shares in a going company. Whether he decides to be registered 
or no, he equally has to intimate to the company his title as execu- 
tor in order to claim and exercise the rights which belong to him 
as legal representative of the testator. But so soon as he is 
actually registered, his representative character is of no further 
importance to the company, aud he becomes personally liable. The 
distinction was clearly stated by the House of Lords in Buchan’s 
case (4 App. Cas. 549), and a striking example of an ineffectual 
attempt of executors to avoid liability will be found in Duff's 
Executors’ case (32 Ch. D. 301). It must be noted, however, that 
it was not necessary for Sir Georce Jessex to lay down the above 
rule of construction, as the case before him was one neither of an 
executor nor trustee, but merely of a mortgagor of shares, and 
there is abundant reason for holding that a mortgagor who remains 
on the register continues to hold in bis own right. He retains, in- 
deed, a beneficial interest in the shares, and his position with regard 
to them is quite different from that of a trustee or executor. 

In the recent case of Bainbridge v. Smith (supra) the corres- 
ponding article required that the qualification of a managing 
director should be the holding in his own right of ehares or stock 
of the company of the nominal value of £25,000. The plaintiff 
made up this amount by transferring £20,000 worth of shares into 
his own name as executor under his father’s will, but, upon his 
putting these forward as a qualification, the directors alleged that 
he did not hold them in his own right, but merely as a trustee. 
It does not appear that any qualification to this effect was entered 
in the register, and, in spite of Sir Grorcz Jxssrx’s opinion, 
Corron, L.J., for the reasons mentioned above, did not think that 
this was ever done. The construction put upon the phrase “ in 
his own right” in the earlier case was therefore, in his view, not 
tenable, and, if the words were to have any effect at all, it was 
necessary to find another. This could only be done by giving 
them their natural meaning, aud requiring the director to 
have both the legal and the beneficial ownership of the shares. 
Whether this is so can, of course, only be ascertained by going 
behind the register ; but, in spite of Sir Gronxcx JEsse1’s opinion to 
the contrary, there seems no good reason why, for a specific 
purpose like the present, this should not be done. The company 
is merely relieved of the obligation to take notice of trusts in 
order to avoid the responsibility in dealing with the shares which 
would otherwise be imposed on them, and the complication which 
would be introduced into the register; and this is no ground for 
saying that they are debarred from making inquiries as to the real 
interest in the shares when, under the articles, this becomes 
necessary for the due management of the business. But, though 
Lord Justice Corroy thus expressed his disagreement with the 
reasoning in Pulbrook v. Richmond Consolidated Mining Co., an 
opporite view was intimated by Lord Justice Linptey, who con- 
sidered that, from the length of time during which that decision 
had been acted upon, the words “ holding shares in his own right” 
had acquired a conventional meaning, which he was not prepared to 
disturb. In the event it became unnecessary to settle the point, since, 
whether the plaintiff was qualified or not, the shareholders were 
at liberty to dispense with his services as managing director, and a 
meeting was, in the first instance, ordered to be held, that their 
wishes might be ascertained. As this resulted in an overwhelming 
majority adverse to him, the question of his qualification became 





unimportant. 

| The only result of the discussion, therefore, is to throw 
|doubt upon the hitherto accepted construction of the words, 
| and to make it probable that they will before long be brought back 
|to their ordinary meaning—that is, that the qualification of 
directors under the clause in question will depend upon the bene- 
ficial ownership of shares. This, of course, is the manifest inten- 
tion, and it would never have been departed from had not Sir 
Grorce Jesset carried to an extreme length the rule against 
admitting notice of trusts on the register, and held that this not 
only protected the company from liability, but also forbade any 
inquiry as to the beacficial ownership when this was necessary for 
its own purpose. But when it is seen that the alternative construc- 
tion which he adopted has no practical effect—and in the present 
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case, indeed, the shares were held by an executor, and yet no notice 
of the fact seems to have appeared on the register—it is clear that the 
words must cither be rejected altogether, as being inconsistent with 
section 30 of the Companies Act, 1869, or else be taken in the usual 
way. The former construction is an undue straining of the provision 
against notice of trusts, while the latter would remove an unneces- 
sary technicality from the law. Lord Justice Linptey may be 
willing to perpetuate conventional meanings, but the policy of so 
doing is doubtful. Certain words by long usage have become 
terms of art, and their effect is generally understood; but the con- 
venience and necessity of having such words does not justify the 
occasional placing of an unnatural and arbitrary construction upon 
a common phrase such as holding in one’s own right, when in all 
ordinary connections it has a natural and a totally different 
* meaning. 








THE LIABILITY OF TRUSTEES FOR COSTS. 


Tue davger which trustees incur when they employ agents to 
transact business connecte1 with the trust estate is well known, 
but the judgment of Mr. Justice Kexewicu in the case of Andrews 
v. IWeall (reported elsewhere) emphasizes this in a novel way. 
The agent there employed was a solicitor, and he was employed to 
collect the rents of the truet estate as well as to do the legal 
business of the trust. For the former work he received a commis- 
sion of five per cent., and as regards the latter, he seems to have 
done one entirely unnecessary piece of work. An abstract of 
title to the testator’s residuary real estate was prepared, and a 
fee of nearly £100 retained to pay for it. The trustees 
forebore to interfere with these proceedings, but the tenant 
for life viewed them with a more jealous eye, and at length 
instituted a suit to compel the trustees to account for the moneys 
kept back by their solicitor, both for commission and for costs. 
The claim for the former was ultimately given up, and the case 
was really decided on the latter. Questions also arose as to the 
respective liability of income and corpus. In the result, the con- 
tentions of the tenant for life were, in the main, held to be correct, 
and in particular the allowance of the costs of the abstract of 
title was found to be improper, and also to have been known to be 
improper, at any rate by the leading trustee. Under these cir- 
cumstances it had to be decided who was liable for the costs of the 
action, and these were thrown upon the trustees. 

The position of a trustee with regard to costs is, of course, like 
that of a mortgagee, peculiar, and his claim to have them allowed, 
upon a!l ordinary occasions, has been said to rest upon contract. 
Thus it was laid down by Lord Setnonrne, C., in Cotterell v. Stratton 
(21 W. R. 234, L. R. 8 Ch, 295) that the contract between the author of 
a trust and his trustees entitles the trustees, as between themselves 
and their cestuis que trust, to receive out of the trust estate all their 
proper costs incident to the execution of the trust, and that this 
right, resting substantially on contract, could only be lost or 
curtailed by such inequitable conduct as would amount to a 
violation or culpable neglect of the trustees’ duty under the 
contract. And further on he said that it was not the course of 
the court in modern times to discourage persons from becoming 
trustees by inflicting costs upon them if they had done their duty, 
or even if they had committed an innocent breach of trust. This 
judgment was approved and followed by Jesset, M-R., in Turner v. 
Hancock (30 W. R. 480, 20 Ch. D. 303), where a trustee had 
erroneously asserted that he was not indebted to the estate, and 
80 had made it necessary to have the accounts taken against him. 
It was held that there was no ground for depriving him of his 
costs. So, too, in Stott v. Milne (25 Ch. D. 710), where trustees 
had been ordered to pay costs up to the hearing, this order was 
reversed on appeal, and Lord Sexuorne, C., said that it was a very 
severe one, which could only be justified by misconduct on the 
part of the trustees. 

Upon the authority of these cases it was urged in Andrews v. 
Weall that a trustee could only be made liable for costs where 
there had been actual misconduct, and that in the recent case 
there were only errors of account. This may have been true with 
regard to the respective liabilities of corpus and income, but not 
with regard to the charge for the abstract of title, and Kexrwicn, 
J., proceeded to point out that, according to all the recent cases, 
a trustee is not judged by any standard of moral culpability, but 
by the test of the ordinary prudent man. In Speight v. Gaunt(31 


W. R., 402, at p. 22 Ch. D., at p. 739) Jesses., M.R., gave the following 
well-known definition of it :—‘‘ It seems to me that, on general prin- 
ciples, a trustee ought to conduct the business of the trust in the 
same manner that: an ordinary prudent man of business would 
conduct his own, and that beyond that there is no liability or 
obligation on the trustee.” Of course, if a trustee had never been 
made liable for costs except in cases of moral default, there would 
be no reason to import this rule into the consideration of the ques- 
tion. But such is by no means the case, and dereliction of duty 
of various kinds, as well as obstinacy or caprice, have been held 
sufficient to condemn him in costs. The learned judge thought it 
proper, therefore, to apply in the present case the general 
rule by which it is now settled that a trustee’s liability must 
usually be determined. An ordinary prudent man of business 
would not allow bis solicitor to do, if he was aware of it, unneces- 
sary work, nor would he suffer him to retain his charges for it out 
of moneys in his hands. If, therefore, a trustee does this in 
relation to the trust business, he is violating his duty as a 
trustee, and if he further declines to make the payment good, and 
so compels a suit to be brought against him, this is due to 
his breach of duty, and upon the authorities he is liable for the 
costs. Thus, while Mr. Justice Kexewrcn’s decision seems to make 
no new law, it will help to bring the statement of the rule as to 
costs into conformity with the liability of trustees generally. 








REVIEWS. 
GOODWILL, 


THE LAW RELATING TO GOODWILL. By CiAriEs E. ALLAN, M.A, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


In this volume the author has produced a work of much value 
upon a subject which is by no means easy. At the beginning he 
comments on the difficulty which has been experienced in giving a 
correct definition of goodwill, and points out that this has arisen 
from the different meanings which it bears as applied to different 
businesses and profcssions. Accordingly, he distinguishes the case 
where the goodwill can exist as an independent right of property 
from the case where it can only be made valuable by the recom- 
mendation of the assignor and by his agreeing not to compete with 
the assignee. The former is the ordinary case of a business carried 
on upon well-known premises, and under a well-known name, and 
here the goodwill is a valuable asset upon the death or ae 
of the trader. The latter includes businesses aud professions whic 
depend upon personal qualities, and the goodwill of these is useless 
unless the assignor will himself assist in giving it a value by actual 
recommendation and by refraining from competition. Neither of 
these, of course, can be required from a bankrupt. Proceeding upon 
this distinction, the author deals, in the first place, with goodwill as 
an independent asset, and inquires into its nature and extent. In 
general it implies the right to carry on the old business, and to 
represent that it is the old business which is carried on; but this is 
developed into three parts—(i.) the sole right to use the old trade or 
firm name; (ii) the sole right to the trade-marks connected with the 
business; and (iii.) the right to the benefit of contracts entered into 
by the assignor with third parties for the protection of the business. 
Each of these appears to be legitimately deduced from the cases 
cited. With regard to the goodwill of a personal business, there is 
no distinction as to its legal nature from ordinary goodwill, though 
the courts have been frequently perplexed as to how it could 
treated as having a saleable value. Lord Eldon’s doubt in Bunn v. 
Guy (4 East, 190), as to the propriety of a professional man for a 
pecuniary consideration recommending his patients or clients to a 
stranger, is well known, but the exigencies of practical life have 
prevailed over scruples of this kind. Chapters follow upon the 
alienation of goodwill, voluntary and involuntary, and upon good- 
will as affecting the value of land. The subject is, of course, 
intimately connected with covenants by the assignor not to compete 
with the assignee, and a discussion of agreements in restraint of 
trade appropriately closes the book. This gives a useful account of 
the cases, and brings out the changes effected by altered notions of 
the policy of the law; especially the point left unsettled in Davies v. 
Davies (36 W. R. 86, 36 Ch. D. 359), whether an agreement must 
still be partial, or whether this is no longer essential, but only one 
element to be considered in deciding whet'er it is reasonable. The 
style of the book is clear and exact, and it forms a very useful con- 
tributicn to the law of gcodwill. 





PATENTS, 





Tue LAw oF FRANCE RELATING TO INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY, 
PATENTS, TRADE-MARKS, MERCHANDISE-MArkKs, TRADE NAMES, 
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MopvELs, PATTERNS, DESIGNS, WRAPPERS, PROSPECTUSES, EXuI- 
BITION REWARDS AND MEDALS, UNPATENTED INDUSTRIAL SECRETS 
AND COLONIAL, ALGERIAN AND TUNISIAN REGULATIONS, By T. 
Barciay, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell. 


The subject-matter of this little book is indicated by its very full 
title, and although the book relates primarily to the French law on 
the subjects with which it deals, it will often be useful to English 
lawyers, who have for a long time needed some handy guide to the 
general principles of French law on topics which the spread of inter- 
national commercial relations is bringing into ever-increasing promi- 
nence. The work has been prepared by a gentleman who is not only 
an expert in French law and a resident for many years in Paris, but 
also a member of the English bar, and therefore qualified to present 
the conclusions of French jurisprudence iu @ manner easily intelligible 
to those accustomed to English ways. There is a general introduc- 
tion, followed by an annotated version of the French statutes and | 
regulations, appendices containing forms, &c., and an index. A 
considerable number of French decisions are referred to in the notes, 
but the author supplies a warning, which is not unnecessary, that, 
according to the practice of the French courts, decided cases in no 
wise bind later decisions as ubligatory precedents, so that, although 
they are cited as precedents in argument, they are not authorities in 
the same sense in which English decisions are in English cour!s. The 
general impression produced by a perusal of the book is that the 
French law on the subject of industrial property—a convenient 
phrase for describing the various topics included in the book—is sub- 


| general results. 


particular the author discusses the proposition of Professor Holland 
that a State has rights, and the soundness of the distinction between 
positive law and custom. His own opinions are on the side of Austin. 
Chapter II. takes up the modern analytical method of Jurisprudence, 
and is devoted chiefly to a consideration of the various suggested 
arrangements of the whole corpus juris. The defect of Austin’s 
system in making no suitable provision for criminal law, and the 
manner in which Professor Holland, following the classification of 
the Roman jurists, proposes to remedy this, are ably discussed. But 
the bulk of the work is occupied by chapters III., IV., and V., which 
give a very comprehensive sketch of the historical method. This 
goes further back into primitive society than can be of any great use 
from a legal point of view, and further back than Sir Henry Maine 
thought it worth while to penetrate; but the author depends in the 
main, of course, upon the works of this eminent writer, and students 
engaged in the study of them will find here a useful guide to their 
In the last chapter the comparative method of 
Jurisprudence is illustrated from the theory of possession in the 
Roman and the English law. Altogether the volume is a good 
epitome of the extensive literature on the science of Jurisprudence, 
and its value is considerably enhanced by the sensible criticisms 
contributed by the author. 


TITHE RENT-CHARGE, 
Tune LAW oF TITHES AND TITHE RENT-CHARGE: BEING A TREATISE 
ON THE LAW OF TITHE RENT-CHARGE, WITH A SKETCH OF THE 





stantially in accordauce with equitable principles, but that, so far as 
the statute-book is concerned, it is considerably in need of revision 
and consolidation. It seems remarkable that in a great commercial 
country like France the law of patents should still be regulated by an 
Act of 1844, and the law of trade-marks by an Act of 1457, while for 
designs and models we have to go back to a law of 1806 for the 
establishment of a ‘Conseil de Prud’hommes” at Lyons, made 
genéral by another law of 1825. This is calculated to recall the 


HIsTorRY AND LAw OF TITHES PRIOR TO THE COMMUTATION ACTs. 
By E. F. Stupp, M.A., B C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited), 

The author of this work states in his preface that at the present 
time, when the subject of tithes is attracting a large amount of pablic 
| attention, ‘‘ there seems to be an astonishing and widespread absence 
| of accurate knowledge of its history and the working of the Acts 


history of the Hogarth Act. With respect to patents, the practice | relating to it, which has given rise to many fallacious arguments and 
in France appears to be more in accordance with the English practice | unsound propositions.” Accordingly he has produced ‘a work, the 
prior to 1883 than with it as it now stands, in that patents are granted | main object of which is to give an account of the history and present 
to any applicant at his own risk, without any previous examination ; | position of the law in a popular form. The result is a clearly-arranged 
and it seems that a patentee is bound to state that his patent is | and handy little volume, and it should be a useful guide to those in 





without any Government guarantee. In trade-marks the same prin- 

ciple is followed, and registration seems to go no farther than to give 

the proprietor an opportunity of proving the date when he first 
claimed his mark, but leaves it liable to be upset in any subsequent 
proceedings at any date. It will be necessary for English lawyers to 
remember this when the validity of a French trade-mark tendered 
for registration in England under the Patents Act of 1883 comes in 
question. The book is a small one, but its contents are of great 
interest and importance. 

THE CONVEYANCING ACTS, 

Tue CoNVEYANCING ACTs, THE VENDOR AND PurciASER ACT, THE 
SOLICITORS’ REMUNERATION ACT, AND THE GENERAL ORDER MADE 
THEREUNDER, WIIIL NOTES AND AN INTRODUCTION. By AUBREY 
Sr. Joun Cuiarke, B.A., and Titomas Brerr, LLB, BA, 
Barristers-at-Law. Tuirp Evirion. Butterworths. 

We are giad to welcome, after the lapse of several years, a 
new edition of this excellent work. We remarked of the last edition 
that it was much improved, but the value of the improvements 
hardly kept pace with the book’s original merits. We cannot say 
this of the present edition, in which the character of the work is 
changed to meet altered circumstances. Originally full of acute and 
valuable suggestions and criticisms as to an unknown Act, the notes 
have now become, as they ought at this distance of time to become, 
to a large extent, a digest of the cases on the Acts. Conjectural 
interpretation has been replaced by express decision. The care with 
which the cases have been collected and the clearness with which 
their effect is stated leave little to be desired. We have not 
missed a single case for which we have looked, and we find cases 
collected not merely from the Law [eports, but also from every series 
of reports. The note on section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
strikes us as the best treatment of that difficult provision we have 
come across. We can commend the book as an extremely handy 
and complete edition of the Acts. 


JURISPRUDENCE, 
THE NATURE AND VALVE OF JURISPRUDENCE. By CHAN-Toon, 
Barrister-at-Law. SECOND Epirion. Reeves & Turner. 

We are pleased to see that this useful little treatise on Jurisprudence 
has so speedily reached a second edition, a circumstance which is due, 
doubtless, to the assistance which students have derived from it. 
Chapter I. deals with the conceptions which have been current in 


England from the days of Hooker to our own time, and with recent | 


criticisms which have been made upon Austin’s definitions. In 





search of information. The first chapter gives a short sketch cf the 
history and law of tithes prior to the Commutation Acts, and the 
remainder of the book is occupied with the procedure under these 
Acts, and with the modern state of the law. The siza of the work 
made it impossible to print the statutes in full, but the substance of 
them is incorporated into the text. The author appears to have 
dealt successfully with a somewhat complicated subject. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
A SOLICITORS’ DEFENCE FUND, 
[Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—As my motion at the last meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society for the formation of a Defence Fund for Solicitors was not 
responded to by the couacii, though from the evident sense of the 
meeting it was received with favour, I shall be happy to receive the 
names of any solicitors who would wish to be enrolled members of 
a Solicitors’ Mutual Defence and Insurance Society, and when I 
have received a sufficient number I will call a meeting of them, at 
which the basis and principles of such a society can be discussed and 
determined. 

Doubtless the council thought that, as the Incorporated Law 
Society has become a more prosecuting society than ever, it would 
| have been somewhat incongruous for them to have encouraged or 
| countenanced a defence fund for the protection and assistance of 
| solicitors, who are now so often unreasonably and unjustly attacked 
| and maligned. EpMuND KIMBER, 
15, Walbrook, London, E.C., July 24. 








STAMP ON TRANSFER OF MORTGAGE, 
LTo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—By 51 Vict. c. 8, s. 13, the duty of 10s. is imposed, instead of 
Gd. for every £100 under the Stamp Act of 1870. : 
This is a hardship on persons transferring small mortgages, as in 
cases under £400 they will pay on the transfer more duty than is 
imposed on the original mortgage. , ’ 
Am I right in my reading of the Act? for, if so, there is a mani- 
fest inequality for the duty on £100 to be the same as on £10,000! 
J.N. 
[Section 13 is confined to “a transfer . . . otherwise than 
on mortgage, of any mortgage, bond, debenture, or covenant (being 
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a marketable security). Surely this does not extend to a transfer of 
an ordinary mortgage.—Eb. &., J.] 


COUNSEL'S FEES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Can you tell me what is the practice as to paying counsel's 
fees where, after the delivery of the brief and on the day before that 
fixed for the trial, the action is settled? Is counsel entitled to the 
full fee or only to the fee for advising on the papers? The question 
arises out of a friendly dispute with my counsel. Mark LANE. 

July 18. 

[We have not any authoritative information, but we think that in 
strictness the fee is due when the brief is delivered, and so far as our 
knowledge goes, the general practice, in the circumstances mentioned 
by our correspondent, is to require payment of the full fee.—Ep. S. J.1 


THE ELECTION OF COUNCIL OF THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I shall be obliged if you will kindly publish the enclosed 
letter, which needs no further comment from me. JNO. R. YATEs, 

15, Bedford-row, W.C , 25th July. 

‘15, Bedford-row, London, W.C., 
94th July, 1889. 
‘¢ Dear Sir,— 
‘* INCORPORATED LAw Socrety, Councin ELEctTIon. 

‘*A member of the Incorporated Lew Society, who is also a 
member of a firm of solicitors practising in Liverpool, has just drawn 
my attention to a circular, dated the 20th instant, and purporting to 
be signed by you as president of the Incorporated Law Society of 
Liverpool. In that circular it is recommended, on behalf of the 
committee of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, that in 
voling for the candidates for the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society (U.K ), ‘the names of Mr. Common’ (and other gentlemen 
therein named), ‘who adv cate the abolition of the annual certificate 
duty, should be struck out of the voting paper.’ 

‘The principles which govern Mr. Common’s candidature were 
succinctly set forth in the circular issued by the committee, who are 
responsible for the origination and management of that candidature, 
to every member of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.), and which 
you have no doubt seen, The first point of our programme as therein 
stated is:— 

***], The settlement of the question of the annual certificate duty 
by taking a poll upon the subject of every practising solicitor.’ 

‘*On no account would a candidate have been allowed to come for- 
ward under the auspices of that committee to advocate the abolition 
of certificate duty (to which course many members thereof were 
strongly opposed), unless and until the profession, by a general poll, 
should declare in favour of that course being taken. 

‘* Remembering that nothing has been left undone to place before 
the profession the precise grounds of Mr. Common’s candidature, I 
must emphatically protest against the unwarrantable misrepresenta- 
tion contained in the circular bearing your name—avowedly for the 
purpose of influencing the election. I reserve the right to publish 
this letter—Yours truly, 

** Jno. R. YATEs, 
‘* Hon Sec. of the 
‘* Committee promoting Mr. Common’s Candidature. 

“R. 8. Cleaver, Esq., President, Incorporated Law Society of 

Liverpool.” 
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CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 
LEA v. CHARRINGTON—No. 1, 18th July. 


Maticrous Prosecution —REASONABLE AND Pronanie Cause. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Manisty, J.), reported 23 Q. B D. 45. The action was brought 
against the defendant for having falsely and maliciously, and without 
reasonable and probable cause, laid an information before the police 
magistrate at the Thames Police Court, in consequence of which a search 
warrant and a warrant for the arrest of the plaintiff were issued, and for 
having subsequently preferred a charge against the plaintiff in conse- 
quence of which she was sent for trial at the Central Criminal Court, 
where she was acquitted. At the trial, before Grantham, J., and a jury, 
the plaintiff was nonsuited, and the Divisional Court, on the authority of 
Hope v. Evered (34 W.R. 742,17 Q. B. D. 338), declined to grant a new 
trial. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tus Court (Lord Esuer, M R., and Corron and Linpxey, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, holding on the facts that there was reasonable and probable 
cause for the course taker by the defendant. They declined to express 
any opinion as to the case of Hope v. Evered, which in their opinion did not 
govern the present case —Counse., LF. Morten; McCall and 8. G. Scott, 
Soricitons, G. Kebbell; C. WV. Young § Co. 


M’COLLA v. THE CLACION-ON-SEA GAS AND WATER CO.—No. 2, 
24th July. 


Wartrr Company—Rervsat or Neoiecr to Surriy Water—Penatty— 
Exciusive Remepy—Warterwon1ks Cravuses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. ec. 
17), 8. 43. 

A question arose in this case as to the remedy of a householder in case 
of the refusal or neglect of a water company to supply water to his house 
when requested to do so. The plaintiff was the owner of a hotse at 
Clacton-on-Sea, to which place water was supplied by the defendantcompany, 
and he alleged that the defendants had improperly refused to supply him 
with water. He brought this action, claiming a declaration that he was 
entitled to be supplied with water for domestic purposes by the company 
at his house; damages for the refuzal of the company to supply him; 
and an injenction to restrain the company from withholding such supp'y 
of water. On the plaintiff's moving for an injunction, Stirling, J., 
refused to grant it, on the ground that, by reason of section 43 of the 
Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, as interpreted by the Court of Appeal in 
Atkinson v. The Newcastle and Gateshead Waterworks Co. (2 Ex. D. 441), he 
had no jurisdiction in the matter. The Act, by sections 35—42, imposes 
on the ‘‘ undertakers ’’ (that is, by rection 2, ‘‘ the persons by the epecial 
Act authorized to construct the waterworks”’) the duty of supplying 
water for domestic purposes to honseholders within their district; to 
furnish a supply of water for public purposes; to fix and maintain fire- 
plugs ; and to keep their pipes charged. And, by section 43, ‘‘ If, except 
when prevented as aforeeaid, the undertakers neglect or refuse to fix, 
maintain, or repair such fire-plugs, or to furnish to the Town Commis- 
sioners a sufficient eupply of water for the public purpores aforesaid, upon 
such terms as shall have been agreed on or settled as aforesaid, or if, 


| except as aforegaid, they neglect to kecp their pipes charged under such 


pressure as aforesaid, or neglect or refuse to furnish to any owner or 
occupier entitled under this or the special Act to receive a supply of water 
during any part of the time for which the rates for sach supply have been 
paid or tendered, they shall be liable to a penalty of £10, acd shall also 
forfeit to the Town Commissioners, and to every peraon having paid or 
tendered the rate, the sum of 40s. for every day during which such refusal 
or neglect shall continue after notice in writing shall have been given to 
the undertakers of the want of supply.” In Atkinson v. The Newcastle 
and Gateshead Waterworks Co. the Court of Appeal decided that the penalty 
imposed by section 43 for the breach by a water company of their statu- 
tory duties mentioned in that section was the only remedy for the breach 
of duty, and that the person aggrieved could not maintain an action for 
damages against the company. On the appeal it was argued, on 
behalf of the plaintiff, that the present case was distinguishable, because 
the plaintiff claimed a declaration of his right to be supplied with water, 
and the action was not a mere action for damages. 





On the 18th inst. at the Marlborough-street Police Court, H. T. Tar- 
rant, cf Jubilee-street, King’s-road, Chelsea, was summored by the | 
Incorporated Law Society for having on the 8th of last February unlaw- 
fully, falsely, and wilfully pretended to be a solicitor. Mr. C. O. Hum- 
phreys, solicitor, prosecuted; and Mr. Bury Hutchinson, solicitor, 
appeared for the defence. The evidence chewed that Mr. Albert Power 
Wisdom, secretary of the New Turf Club, Regent-street, some months 
ago engaged a lad named Harrison to act as messenger, but discharged 
him as he did not give sa isfaction. A few days afterwards Mr. Wisdom 
received a letter signed by the defendant, claiming £2 18s. on behalf of 
the boy, and stating that if the money was not paid he (Tarrant) would 
take legal proceedings. As a matter of fact, an action in respect to the 
money was brought in the county court, where it was alleged the defend- 
ant attempted to act as solicitor in the case, but was prevented from 
doing so by the judge, who had been informed that Tarrant was not a 


Tue Covrr (Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Fry, LJ, 
was of opinion that the case was governed by Atkinson v. The Newcastle 
and Gateshead Waterworks Co , the effect of which was that the penalty 
imposed by section 43 was the sole remedy given for the breaches of duty 
mentioned in that rection. This court was bound by that decision, and 
his lordship entirely agreed with it. The plaintiff was not entitled to ask 
for a declaration of his right in a matter dealt with by section 43. Lorrs, 
L.J., concurred.—Counse, Ccstelice ; Byrne, Q.C., and Gatey. Soxtcrrors, 
G. B. W. Digby; Young § Sons. 


MOORE v. THE SOUTHERN COUNTIES DEPOSIT BANK—No. 2, 24th July. 
Pracrice—Diecontinvance or Action—Ricut or Drrenpast To Costs — 
DIsconTINUANCE BEFORE AppraRaANce Esterep To Writ—R. 8. C., 
orp, 26, R. 1. 

In this cace a question arose as to the right of a defendant to costs when 


member of the legal profession. The defence was that, although Tarrant the plaintiff discontinues his action before the defendant has entered an 
wrote the letter in question, he did not mean wilfully to represent that appearance to the writ. In the present case the plaiutiff, by leave of the 


he was a solicitor. Mr. Newton imposed a fine of £5, with costs, in 
default of payment one month’s imprisonment, remarking that he thought 
the case rather a bad one, 


* These cases are specially reported for the Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL by barristers 


appointed in the different courts. 
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court, served the defendants, before they had appeared to the writ, with 
notice of motion for an injunction to restrain them from selling goods 
under a bill of sale. The motion was heard and refused, the costs being 
made costs in the action. The plaintiff (the defendants still not having 
appeared to the writ) discontinued the action, and North, J., ordered that, 
notwithstanding that the defendants had not entered an appearance, the 
plaintiff should pay their costs of the action. Rule 1 of order 26 provides 
that ‘‘the plaintiff may, at any time before receipt of the defendants’ 
defence, or after the receipt thereof, before taking any other proceeding 
in the action (save any interlocutory application), by notice in writing, 
wholly discontinue his action against all or any of the defendants, or 
withdraw any part or parts of his alleged cause of complaint, and there- 
upon he sha‘l pay such defendants’ costs of the action, or, if the action be 
not wholly discontinued, the costs occasioned by the matter so withdrawn.”’ 
On the appeal it was urged, on behalf of the plaintiff, that, until appear- 
ance has been entered, the defendant has no /ocus standi in the action, and 
cannot, as against the plaintiff, incur any costs, and reliance was placed 
on the old practice of the Court of Chancery as shewn by 7/ompson v. 
Thompson (7 Beav. 350), that, before appearance of the defendant, a 
plaintiff could dismiss his bill, without coste. 

Tur Court (Fry and Lores, L JJ., affirmed the decision. Fry, L.J., 
said that the only point in favour of the plaintiff was the old practice o 
the Court of Chancery. It was contended that that practice was still in 
force, and that it applied to the analogous case of discontinuance before 
appearance of the defendant. But rule 1 of order 26 governed the practice 
as to discontinuance, and it said that, when a plaintiff discontinued his 
action, ‘‘ thereupon he shall pay the defendant's costs of the action.’”” In 
his lordship’s opinion that was not necessarily confined to discontinuance 
after appearance of the defendant ; it did not make the appearance of the 
defendant a condition precedent to the payment of his costs. And it was 
consistent with justice that the plaintiff should pay the defendant's costs 
For, though before appearance the defendant had no Jocus standi to take 
any step in the action, proceedings might be taken against him (as in the 
present case) by the plaintiff, and yet, if the defendant was successful in 
such proceedings, he would, if the argument for the appellant was well 
founded, be deprived of the costs of them. Lorers, L.J., concurred.— 
Counsen, Seward Brice, Q.C., and E. Ford; Muir Mackenzie, Sowtcrrors, 
R. Raphael ; Prince § Ayres. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LIDIARD AND JACKSON AND THE VENDOR AND PURCHASER ACI, 
1874—Kay, J., 20th July. 


CorynoLtp—PresumpTion or ENFRANCHISEMENT—No Cxaim ny Lorp oF 
Manor ror Seventy Years—Sratvte or Liuirations (3 & 4 Wi. 4, 
c. 27), s. 2—Reat Prorerty Liuiration Act, 1874 (387 & 38 Vicr. c 
57), 8. 1—Venpor ann Purcuaser Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 78). 


This was an adjourned summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act 
raising a question as to whether certain property in Yorkshire was free- 
hold or copyhold. By two deeds of family settlement, dated the 31st of 
December, 1878, and the 3lst of December, 1883, the property was 
mentioned as having been formerly copyhold. It appeared, however, 
that it had not been dealt with as copyhold since 1779, and the last 
tenant on the court rolls died in 1819. Since the latter date it had been 
dealt with several times, notably by three mortgages, in 1857, 1858, and 
1861, but always as freehold, and the lord of the manor had uot, for the 
last seventy years, attempted to assert his claim. 

Kay, J., said that, as the last tenant on the court rolls died in 1819, 
and the lord took no steps to assert his title, and that there had been 
several devolutions of the property and dealings with it, could the property 
now be treated as copyhold? The lord must seize quousgue after procla- 
mation made at three consecutive courts of the manor. But the lord’s 
right accrued seventy years ago, and, therefore, was barred under 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 27, s. 2, and 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57, s, 1—that is, if a seizure 
quousque could be held to be included in the word ‘‘entry”’ in those 
Acts, and his lordship held that it could. Again, after so long an in- 
terval the court would presume enfranchisement. The statements in 
the decds of 1878 and 1883 would have no ¢ffect as between the lord and 
those who executed them. Was the presumption of enfranchisement re- 
butted? Never since Jast century had the land been treated as copyhold, 
the deeds must be held to contain a mistake, and the property was free- 
hold.—Counsgt, Marten, Q.C., and 7. A. Nash; Renshaw, Q.C., and 
T. L. Wilkinson. Sortcrrors, Robert Jenkins, for Thompson, Cook, § 
Babington, Hull; Lidiard § Co. 


THOMSON v. ELDER & CO—Chitry, J., 19th July. 
PracticE—Insjuncr1oN—UNDERTAKING. 


In this case a motion was made by the plaintiff, Sir William Thomson, 
for an interim injunction to restrain the defendants, a firm of shipowners, 
from infringing the plaintiff’s patent for a compass. It appeared that Sir 
Wm. Thomson had some time since taken proceedings in Ireland against 
Moore, the maker and vendor of the compass in question, and although 
failing before the Irish Master of the Rolle, had been successful in the 
Court of Appeal, when the judges gave a unanimous decision in favour of 
the plaintiff andagainst Moore. A stay of proceedings was, however, granted 
by the Irish Court of Appeal pending an appeal by Moore to the House of 
Lords, he undertaking in the meanwhile to keep an account. Sir Wm. 
Thomeon had also been successful in two similar actions in this country 
against other defendants. It appeared that the present defendants had 





bought the compass in question after the Master of the Rolls’ decision and 
before that of the Irish Appeal Court, and had used it on board of one of 
their vessels. They offered to give an undertaking in the terms of the 
notice of motion and not to use the compass, and also to be bound by the 
decision to be given iu the action pending before the House of Lords, but 
at the same time asked the court for a stay of proceedings in the mean- 
time. It was stated that Moore was pressing on with his appeal in the 
House of Lords. The plaintiff, however, whilst admitting that, so far as 
the present defendants were actually concerned, it was immaterial to the 
plaintiff whether he obtained an inéerim injunction or an undertaking, 
nevertheless pressed for an injunction, on the ground that an injunction 
would operate as a deterrent against other persons from similar infringe- 
ments, and that a mere undertaking had not the same moral effect. The 
defendants submitted that, this being an interlocutory proceeding, the 
court would exercise its discretion, and refuse to make an order for an 
injunction under the circumstances of the case, and in presence of the 
plaintiff's admissions. 

Currty, J., said that the reason given by the plaintiff for preferring an 
injunction did not affect the court. He believed it was absolutely 
immaterial whether the defendants gave an undertaking or the plaintiff 
obtained an injunction. The legal consequences were, so far as the 
defendants were concerned, exactly the same. There was, however, a 
slight difference as regarded third persons, for it was capable of argument, 
in the event of a motion for attachment against a defendant's agents and 
servants, whether an undertaking by a defendant against doing the acts 
specified affected his agents in the same way as if he and his agents had 
been restrained by injunction. As a matter of practice, however, the 
party moving always accepted an undertaking, and he had known an 
instance where Sir George Jessel dismissed with costs a motion made in 
court, it having “pe that an undertaking to exactly the same effect had 
been offered out of court. However, it was the right of the plaintiff in 
this case to be put in a position which precluded all risk, if any. As there 
was absolutely no defence, the plaintiff was entitled to the slightly 
superior position. He, therefore, granted an injunction as asked, to- 
gether with a stay of proceedings, the defendants consenting to be bound 
by the pending House of Lords decision in the Irish action, and the 
plaintiff giving the usual undertaking in damages. Costs to be costs in 
the action.—CounseL, Aston, Q.C., and Bourjield; Moulton, Q.C., and 
Chadwyck Healey. Soxicrrors, Faithfull § Owen; Collisson, Pritchard, § 
Green. 


WILKINSON v. THORNHILL—Chitty, J., 23rd July. 


SetrLEMENT—ConstTRUCTION—'‘ IF THERE SHOULD BE NOT MORE THAN Two 
CHILDREN.”’ 


In this case it was provided by a marriage settlement that if there should 
not be any children or child of the marriage the trust premises should be 
held, as to the moneys brought in by the husband upon trust for him, his exe- 
cutors, administrators, and assigns, and as to the moneys brought in by 
the wife, upon trust for her appointees by deed or will, and it was further 
provided that it should be lawful for the trustees, and they were thereby 
directed, that in case they should be thereunto required by writing under 
the hand of the survivor of the husband and wife at any time after the 
death of either of them first dying, to raise, if there should be not more 
than two children of the marriage, £5,000, and if there should be more 
than two children the sum of £3,000. The husband survived his wife, 
but, there being no children at all of the marriage, it was submitted that 
the power was inoperative. 

Cutty, J., said that is was intended that the power should override 
previous limitations in the settlement. There could be only one proper 
grammatical construction of the words “‘ if there should be not more than 
two children,’ and that was to take those words as including in their 
meaning the event of there being no children. He therefore made a 
declaration that the £5,000 was raiseable.—CovunseL, Romer, Q.C., and 
Methold; Latham, Q.C., and 7. Hall Hall; Byrne, Q.C., and D. L. Alexander ; 
T. Rawlinson. Soxicirors, Walters, Deverell, Walters, § Wood; Joseph 
Lott. 


Re THE BARTON-UPON-HUMBER AND DISTRICI WATER CO.—North, J., 
20th July. 


Company—Winpinag Up—UnNpDERTAKING OF Company FoR Puntic Bengritr— 
Sate or UNDERTAKING. 


The question in this case was, whether an order could be made to wind 
up a company, whose undertaking was constituted for the public benefit. 
The petition was presented by a shareholder. The company was incor- 
porated by registration under the Companies Acts on the 27th of May, 
1885. The memorandum of association stated the objects of the company 
to be ‘‘ to construct and maintain waterworks, with all necessary machinery 
and appliances, and to supply water to the parish of Barton-upon- Humber 
and other parishes adjoining.’’ On the 16th of July, 1885, an Act was 
passed to confirm a provisional order previously made by the Board of 
Trade, under the powers conferred by the Gas and Waterworks Facilities 
Act, 1870, conferring certain powers on the company, who were described 
as ‘‘ the undertakers.’”’ Out of 25,000 £10 shares, of which the nominal 
capital of the company consisted, only 919 had been issued in the ordinary 
way, and on those shares only £1,536 had been paid. Some other shares 
had been issued as fully paid up to contractors. The company were 
entitled to borrow £6,250 by means of debentures. Debentures to this 
amount had becn issued, and the petitioner alleged that the directors 
had also issued other duplicate dcbontuses in excess of the authorized 
amount, and had applied the proceeds improperly. The petitioner 
also alleged that the directors had induced a number of shareholders 
to transfer their shares to one of the directors for a nominal considera- 
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tion, and that those tranfers were not bord jide. The company’s works 
had been at a standstill for some time for want of funds, and if these 
transfers could be set aside, and the original holders of the shares made 
liable, funds would be forthcoming for the completion of the works. 
On the hearing of the petition the company did not appear, and the 
counsel for the petitioner called the attention of the court to Blaker v. Herts 
and Essex Waterworks Co. (41 Ch. D. 399), and submitted that, notwith- 
standing that decision, other cases, such as Re The Bradford Navigation Co. 
(L. R. 10 Eq. 331) shewed that a winding-up order could be made, though, 
by reason of the fact that the company’s undertaking was for the benefit 
of the public, the court might not be able to order the undertaking to be 
sold without the authority of an Act of Parliament for the purpose. 
North, J., saw no difficulty in making a winding-up order. The peti- 
tioner’s counsel had properly suggested the point that it might not be 
possible to sell the company’s undertaking, and that no assets might be 
available in the winding up, and had referred to Blaker v. Herts and Essex 
Waterworks Co. (41 Ch. D. 399), in which Kay, J., held that he could not, 
at the instance of a debenture-bolder of a company, which stood in a 
similar position to that of the present company, order the undertaking of 
the company to be sold, or appoint a manager of the undertaking. Kay, 
J., apparently acted on the authority of Gardner v. London, Chatham, and 
Dover Railway Co. (L. R. 2 Ch. 201). He did not, however, dismiss the 
action, but he made a declaration that. the plaintiff was entitled to a 
charge on the undertaking, and directed accounts and inquiries. In the 
present case a winding-up order ought certainly to be made, unless the 
fact that the undertaking of the company was the carrying out of a 
public object was a reason for not making the order. In his lordship’s 
opinion that was not a valid reason. Ifa winding-up order was not made 
nothing could be done, and the persons who were alleged to have acted 
improperly could not be made accountable. The court might not be 
able to order the company’s undertaking to be sold; it might be necessary 
to obtain an Act of Parliament to authorize a sale. If it should bs neces- 
sary, probably no difficulty would arise. The winding-up order which 
the court was now asked to make would be equivalent to the judgment 
which Kay, J., pronounced in Blaker v. Herts and Essex Waterworks Co. 
By the appointment of an official liquidator the management of the 
undertaking would not be taken out of the hands of the company; he 
would be appointed as an officer of the court to carry on the business for 
the company and in the interest of the shareholders. In several similar 
cases, such as Re Bradford Navigation Co. (L. R. 10 Eq. 331) and Re Isle of 
Wight Ferry Co. (2 H. & M. 597), winding-up orders had been made. No 
doubt, in Re The Company of Free Fishermen of Faversham (36 Ch. D. 329) 
the Court of Appeal refused to make a winding-up order. But there the 
company was one of a very peculiar nature; there was an individual 
right of fishery in the members of the company. The ground of the 
decision was that the court thought no good would result from a 
winding-up order. His lordship did not forget the observations then 
made by Fry, L.J., when he said, ‘‘I should pause long before I was a 
“~ to the destruction, by winding up, of an undertaking which the 
egislature had” (by a recital in an Act relating to the company) 
‘solemnly declared to be of great benefit to the public as well as to the 
company itself.’’ In the present case, assuming that the paramount in- 
tention of the provisional order was for the public benefit, the public 
could not derive any benefit as matters now stood. It would be most for 
the public benefit that the company should be wound up with a view 
to the carrying on its undertaking in the future either by itself or 
y the means of some other company. In making a winding-up order 
his lordship thought that he was not going contrary to the decision of Kay, 
J., and he was following other similar cases in which such an order 
had been made.—CounsEL, Emden. Soutcrrons, Hughes, Hooker, § Co. 


Re PRYTHERCH, PRYTHERCH v. WILLIAMS—North, J., 18th July. 
Witt—Constrvuction—Lecacy to ‘‘ Youncer Ouripren.” 


A question arose in this case as to the meaning of a gift to “‘ younger 
children ’’ of the testator. The testator devised his real estate to his wife 
for her life, and after her death (subject to a trust to raise thereout, in 
aid of the residue of his personal estate, if insufficient, so much money as 
should be requisite to satisfy a legacy of £14,000 thereinafter bequeathed 
for the benefit of his younger children) in trust for his eldest son Daniel 
during his life ; with remainder to his sons successively in tail male; with 
successive remainders in the same way in trust for the testator’s second, 
third, and fourth sons, James, Edward, and John, during their respective 
lives, and their sons respectively successively in tail male; with remainder 
in trust for the testator’s six daughters in equal shares as tenants in 
common in fee. And the testator bequeathed the residue of his personal 
estate to trustees upon trust for sale and conversion and investment of 
the proceeds as therein mentioned, and to permit his wife to receive the 
income during her life, and after her death out of this trust fund and the 
moneys to arise out of his real estate (if requisite) as aforesaid, to pay unto 
his younger children, James, Edward, John, Caroline, Frances, Augusta, 
Adelaide, Agnes, and Blanche, alegacy of £14,000 in equal shares, and so 
that the share of each of them, the younger children, should be abso- 
lutely vested at his or her age of twenty-one years, whether the preceding 
trust should be determined or not, and so that the share or shares, as well 
original as accruing, of each and every his said younger children or child 
dying under the age of twenty-one of and in the said legacy should 
accrue to the others or other of his said younger children, and, if more 
than one, in equal shares, and to be vested as aforesaid. All the four sons 
died without having had issue male ; three of them died before the testa- 
tor’s widow. The third son, Edward, survived the widow and became on 
her death tenant for life in possession of the testator's real estate. He 


attained twenty-one in the lifetime of Daniel, the eldest son. The ques- ! 





tion was whether, by afterwards becoming an elder son, he had ceased to 
be entitled to share in the legacy of £14,000. 

Nort, J., held that Edward’s share in the £14,000 became vested on 
his attaining twenty-one, and that it was not liable to be divested on his 
becoming tenant for life of the real estate.—Counsgexi, Napier Higgins, 
Q.C., and C. Walker ; Cozms-Hardy, Q.0., aud O. Leigh Clare; Everitt, 
Q.C., and £. Ford; Opjohn; Waggett. Souicirors, Berkeley § Calcott ; 
Burton, Yeates, § Co.; Tuoker §& Ltke; Crowdy, Sm, § Tarry ; Clarke, 
Rawlins, § Co. 


GOODRICK v, THE EVERGLYN COAL CO.—North, J., 19th July. 


R. 8. 0., XVI., 2—Amenpment or Watt—Appition or Co-pLaintirrs— 
InrerLocurory InsuncTion—BAtANce or Oonventence—Mine—Pump- 
ING ouT WATER. 


In this case a question arose as to the propriety of granting an inter- 
locutory injunction to prevent the drowning of a mine, and there was a 
further question as to the exercise of the power of amendment, by adding 
a new plaintiff, given by rule 2 of order 16. In December, 1860, a mining 
lease ot seams of coal was granted by the plaintiff and his mortgagees to 
a predecessor in title of the defendants. The lease was for a term of 
sixty years, from the 25th of December, 1860, subject to a power given to 
the lessee to put an end, to the lease at the 25th of December in any year, in 
case the coal should be worked out, upon his giving six months’ notice to 
the lessors. An option was reserved to the lessors to purchase the lessee’s 
plant, on giving him six months’ notice before the determination of the 
term. The lease contained a covenant by the lessee that he would not 
‘‘at any time during the said term wilfully or negligently do, or suffer, 
any act or thing which may occasion, or tend to occasion, the drowning ”’ 
of the colliery. The coal had been worked out, and the defendants had 
given due notice to determine the lease on the 25th of December, 1839. The 
leseors had not given notice to purchase the plant, and the time withia 
which they were entitled to do so had expired. The defendants were 
about to cease pumping water from the mine, and to remove the pumps. 
By this action the plaintiff (the mortgagor) claimed an injunction to 
restrain the defendants from removing the pumps and ceasing to pump, 
so as to allow the mine to be drowned. The mortgagees were not made 
parties to the action. This was a motion by the plaintiff for an interim 
injunction. There was evidence that an adjoining mine, in which the 
plaintiff had an interest, would be injured by the drowning of the 
demised mine, and that there was ascam of coal below that which was com- 
prised in the lease. The cost of pumping the water from the defendants’ 
mine up to the 25th of December, 1869, was estimated at £1,357, and 
there was evidence that it was not the custom in that part of the country to 
pump the water from a mine which was worked out. On behalf of the 
defendants it was objected that the plaintiff’s mortgagees ought to have 
been made parties to the action, and it was argued that the above 
covenant did not apply when the mine was worked out. The plaintiff's 
counsel asked for leave to add the mortgagees as co-plair.tiffs. 

Nortu, J., gave leave to amend by adding the mortgagees as co- 
plaintiffs, and he was of opinion that on the balance of convenience the 
interlocutory injunction ought to be granted. If it should turn out that 
the plaintiff’s construction of the covenant was right, the refusal of an 
injunction would cause much more damage than the expense which 
would result to the defendants by compelling them to go on pumping.— 
OounseL, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Yate Lee; Everitt, Q.C., and Christopher 
Jamis. Souscrrons, Field, Roscse, § Co. ; Wrentmore § Son. 


Re PRYTHERCH, PRYTAGERCH v, WILLIAMS (No. 2)—North, J., 22nd July. 


Morrcacor AND MortGAGREE—APPoINnTMENT OF Recetvern—LeGaLt Morrt- 
GAGEE IN Possgssion—Jupicaturg Act, 1873, s. 25, sun-sgcrion 8. 


In this case the question arose whether a legal mortgagee, who had 
entered into possession of the mortgaged property, is entitled to go out of 
possession and to obtain the appointment of a receiver. The action was 
brought on the ground that the trustces of a will had raised by mortgage 
of real estate of the testator a larger amount than they were, under the 
trusts of the will, entitled to raise, and the piaintiff claimed an inquiry what 
amount the trustees were entitled to raise, and a declaration that the mort- 
gagee was not entitled to rank as a mortgagee in respect of the excess, 
The plaintiff asked that the mortgage accounts might be taken on the 
footing of this declaration, and claimed to redeem the mortgage. Tho 
mortgagee was in possession, and the plaintiff asked that he might be 
charged accordingly. The mortgagee delivered a counter-claim, by which 
he claimed an account of what was due under his mortgage, and fore- 
closure or sale in default of payment. He also claimed the appointment 
of a receiver. 

Nortn, J., declined to appoint a receiver. He said that he was not 
aware of any right of a mortgagee who had taken possession to give up 
possession again, A mortgagee had a right to take possession at any 
time, but, in his lordship’s opinion, when a mortgagee took on himself 
the burden which was imposed on a mortgagee in possession, he could not 
give it up when he pleased. His lordship was satisfied that, if any such 
right existed, some case on the point, or some passage in a text-book, 
would have been found. Nothing of the kind had been found. But it 
was said that the mortgagee was entitled to have a receiver appointed. His 
lordship could not see that a mortgagee who was in possession was entitled 
to have a person appointed to assist him. He could understand that a 
mortgagee who was not in possession might have such aright. Formerly 
a legal mortagee could not obtain any aid from thecourt. But now, uuder 
sub-section 8 of section 25 of the Judicature Act, a receiver might be 
appointed at the instance of a legal mortgagee in a ony case, Sub- 
section 8 provided that ‘‘a receiver may be appointed by an interlocutory 
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order of the court in all cases in which it shall appear to the court to be just 
or convenient that such order ehould be made.’’ The court, nodoubt, had the 
same power at the trial of the action as it would have upon an interlocutory 
application. But the words of sub-section 8 were ‘‘ may’’ be appointed in all 
cases in which it shall appear to be ‘‘ just or convenient.” Would it be 
‘* just or convenient”’ to appoint a receiver in the present ease? If there 
should be a foreclosure the costs of the receiver would be paid out of the 
rents, but if the mortgage was redeemed the mortgagor would have to pay 
them. His lordship could see no reason why the mortgagor should bear the 
costs of areceiver. He thought he had a discretion as to making the appoint- 
ment. In Mason v. Westoby (32 Ch. D. 206) there was no doubt some 
reason why it was ‘‘ just and convenient’’ to appoint a receiver ; but his 
lordship could not look upon that case as an authority that the word 
‘“‘may”’ in sub-section 8 was to be read ‘“must.’’ In his lordship’s 
opinion he had a discretion. But, the persons interested in the estate not 
objecting, he wou'd appoint the mortgagee himeelf receiver, without 
salary and without security.—CounseL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and C. 
Walker ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and O. Leigh Clare; Everitt, Q.C., and Z£ 
Ford; Upjohn; Waggett. Sorscrrons, Berkeley & Calcott; Burton, Yeates, § 
Co. ; Tucker § Lake; Crowdy, Son, § Tarry ; Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. 
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claimed to charge these costs against the plaintiff’s income to the exonera- 
tion of the corpus of the trust estate. For this there was no justification, 
but they pleaded the plaintiff's wish to that effect, and that she had 
acquiesced in their dealings with the income. At the trial they were 
forced to admit this view to be erroneous, and to account to the plaintiff 
for the income accordingly. They further pleaded that the particular 
costs had been incurred in compliance with the plaintiff's express desire, 
of which they were unable to tender any evidence. And, the plaintiff 
alleging that none of the costs were chargeable against income, but that 
some were chargeable against corpus, and the rest not chargeable against 
tie trust estate at all, the trustees justified all the costs. In the result it 
| has been determined that out of £175 4s. 8d., the total amount of costs, 
£84 7s. 8d., or less than 50 per cent., is properly chargeable against 
corpus, and that, as regards the sum of £90 17s., there is no charge what- 
ever; or, in other words, that sum has been improperly paid to or allowed 
to be retained by the solicitor. It would, I think, be an unwarranted 
| departure from the principles which I have endeavoured to expound not 
| to make the trustees pay the costs which have been occasioned by their 
| disregard of those principles and their unjustifiable defence. My judg. 
| ment, therefore, is that the defendants, the trustees, and the representa- 
| tives of the deceased trustee, must pay the costs of the action.—Covunsz1, 
| Warmington, Q.C., and MacSwinney ; Barber, Q.C., and Bardswell, 

Sorrcrrors, Soames, Edwards, § Jones; Edmund W. Reeves, for Sedgwick, 





Trustee anp Cestur Que Trust—Exrenses improrerty Incurrep— | Tw ner, § Walker, Watiord. 


Action aGatnst Trusters—Liavumity or Trusters to Pay Costs or 
ACTION. 


The question which was discussed upon the farther consideration of 
this action was, whether the trustees, whose conduct in permitting certain 
costs to be improperly incurred and to be retained out of income had 
rendered the action necessary, ought to be ordered to pay their own and 
the plaintiff's costs of the action. The defendants were the two present 
trustees and the representatives of a deceased trustee of the testator’s 
will The testator, who died in 1868, gave his real and personal property 
to his trustees upon trust, after certain annuities and other payments had 
been satisfied, to pay the annual income thereof to the plaintiff during 
her life. For several years prior to 1884, and down to the end of that 
yeer, the defendants employed the solicitor to the trust, Mr. Sidney 
Weall, to collect the rents of the real estate, and allowed him to deduct 
thereout a commission of £5 per cent., but the plaintiff's claim in this 
reepect was abandoned at the trial. They also paid to kim out of the 
income, amongst other sums, the sum of £97 17s. 4d. for investigating 
and preparing abstracts of title to the testator’s residuary real estate. 
This expense was unnecessary, and the defendants were held liable to 
make it good, and the plaintiff was also successful in the main as to the 
other sums with which it was sought to charge the defendants. On the 
question whether the defendants should pay the costs of the action, it 
was argued that there was not misconduct on their part, but only errors 
of account, and that on the authority of Turner v. Hancock (830 W. R. 480, 
20 Ch. D. 403) and Stott v. Milne (25 Ch. D. 710) they were not chargeable 
with costs. 

Kexeswicu, J., after stating that the plaintiff, speaking generally, had 
succeeded, said :—It was argued that the defendants have been proved to 
be wrong only as regards matters of account, and that trustees do not pay | 
costs occasioned by errors of account, and, indeed, are allowed them out 
of the trust estate unless misconduct has been proved, and Zurner v. 
Hancock and Stott v. Milne were relicd on. I must, of course, follow 
those cases, and I venture to add that, in my judgment, they express in 
apt language what has ever been the rule of the court. They express 
what is called the contract between trustees and csstui que trust, and also 
that tenderness which the court is anxious to exhibit towards trustees 
honestly exercising their discretion in discharge of their duties. Buta 
different question arises here, and it must be remembered that this action 
was brought for the very purpose of challenging the claim of the trustees 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
EDWARDS v. SALMON—C. A. No. 1, 24th July. 
Pusiic Hearty Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 193—*' ALLOwANcgEs.”” 

This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the decision of Pollock, B., at 
the Bury St. Edmunds Assizes in an action brought for the recovery of 
a penalty of £50 under section 193 of the Public Health Act, 1875, which 
enacts that if avy officer or servant of an urban sanitary authority shall 
exact or accept any fee or reward other than his proper salary, wages, or 
allowances, he shall be liable to a penalty of £50. The defenc ant was the 
town clerk of Bury, and as such acted as clerk to the urban sanitary 
authority of that district. In 1879, by a resolution of the town council, 
his salary was fixed at £365 per annum, which was to include all legal 
charges, except those for contentious business, travelling expenses, and 
payments out of pocket. In 1887, there having been an irrigation scheme 
for the district which had given the defendant a great deal of work, 
including a certain amount of contentious business, in October of that 
year the irrigation committee recommended that a payment of 500 guineas 
be made to the defendant for all his services in connection with the 
scheme. This recommendation was adopted and carried into effect by the 
town council, and the defendant signed a receipt stating that the pay- 
ment was in full satisfaction of all his claims. The plaintiff, contending 
that this was an infringement of the Act, brought this action, which was 
dismissed by Pollock, B. Counsel for the plaintiff contended that there 
was no authority to pay this additional sum to the defendant out of the 
money of the ratepayers. The town council could not give him a present 
even for abnormal services. There was nothing fraudulent or dishonest 
in the arrangement, but this was not an allowance within the terms of the 
section. Counsel for the defendant were not called upon to argue. 

The Lorp Cuancettor said that in his opinion this was a frivolous and 
vexatious action, and that the appeal must be dismissed with costs. He 
would not pay such a case the compliment of expounding the section at 
apy great length, because the facts in this case were far outside any 
possible construction of that section. The section prohibited any officer 
or servant of an urban sanitary authority from exacting or accepting any 
reward or fee other than his proper salary, wages, or allowances. The 





to charge particular items of expenditure against the trust estate. Con- 
tider the position of that special agent, called a trustee, as regards the 
employment of sub-agents. He certainly has the right to appoint them 
if and co far as the work of the trust reasonably requires; for instance, he 
may appoint a broker to make or realize investments, or a solivitor to do 
legal business, and that at the cost of the trust estate. The limit of the 
power of employment is, as pointed out in Speight v. Gaunt (32 W. R. 435, 
9 App. Cas. 1), reasonableness, and that must also be the limit of the 
power of remuneration. A trustee is bound to exercise discretion in the 
choice of his agents, but so long as he selects persons properly qualified 
he cannot be made responsible for their intelligence or their honesty. He 
does not in any sense guarantee the performance of their duties. He | 
must, however, consider the questions of their fitness and the proper | 
amount of their remuneration himself. and the court would be disposed 
to support any conclusion at which he arrives—however erroneous, pro- 
vided it really is his conclusion—that is, the outcome of such consideration 
as might reasonably be expected to be given to a like matter by a man of | 
ordinary prudence, guided by such rules and arguments as generally | 
guide ruch a man in his own affairs. If trustees fail to exercise their | 
discretion, or do not exercise it honestly, then their costs of any proceed- | 
ings challenging their accounts are taken out of the rules laid down in | 
Turner v. Hancock and Stott v. Milne, and the court is at liberty, and, | 
under certain circumstances, may be bound, for the protection of the | 
erstuis que trustent, to disallow the trustees’ costs, or even make them pay 
those of others. Cestuis que trustent may fairly require something more to | 
be proved than absence of dishonesty. They must not complain of mis- 
takes or errors in judgment, but reasonable prudence is not too much for 
them to require, and by reasonable prudence I mean that which is defined 
in the judgment in Speight v. Gaunt. [His lordship then reviewed the 
facts as to the costs complained of, and continued:—] The trustees had 














facts here were that the defendant’s salary was fixed by resolution. Then 
work was undertaken by the town council which threw an unexpected 
amount of labour upon the town clerk. By a resolution of the proper 
authority, an extra sum was regularly and properly voted to him for this 
extra work. Then this public-spirited plaintiff sought to get from him 
a penalty of £50 and to disqualify him for life from serving the town 
council. The point of the section was the exaction of fees or rewards 
under colour of his office, and it did not in any way relate to the authorita- 
tive determination by the employer of the proper remuneration to be given 
for employment. It was clear that the urban authority had jurisdiction 
to fix this remuneration. ‘‘Allowances’’ did not necessarily mean gas, 
coal, and lodging, but obviously ircluded extra payment for extra work, 
and this case fell exactly within it. Lord Esuzr, M.R., end Linpiey, 
I.J., concurred,—Counset, Candy, Q.C., and Slee; Channell, Q.C., and 
oyser.— Times. 








The town of Buffalo, U.S.A., says the St. James's Gazette, must be a nice 
place to live in. They have a short and simple way of getting rid of 
public nuisances there. They call them contempt of court. The otber 
day Mr. Justice Daniels was holding bis court when at noon he was much 
annoyed by the blowing of many factory whistles. Determined to stop 
that sort of thing, he made this order:—‘‘ The sheriff will notify the 
proprictors of the several factories that, unless this whistling is stopped, 
they will be* called before the court for contempt.’ Exactly whero 
contempt of court begins and ends nobody has ever been able to discover ; 
but it is clearly more far-reaching (at all events in Buffalo) than had been 
supposed. It is not every town which can boast of euch a Daniels in the 
judgment-seat. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the council :— 

Members.—The society now consists of 6,110 members, of whom 2,951 
practise in town, and 3,148 in the country; 1,126 new members have 
joined the society during the past year, but the society has lost through 
death and other causes 136; so that the actual increase is $90. 

Lectures and Law Cliss's.- Mr. W. Wills, Mr. T. C. Williams, and Mr. 
H. J. Fracer, barristers-at-law, have during the past year each delivered 
a course of lectures on real property and conveyancing, common law, and 
equity respectively. The council regret that the number of subscribers to 
the lectures has fallen to 57, and to the lecturers’ classes to 32, as against 
87 and 39 for the previous year. The elementary law class has been 
continued under the readership of Mr. Edward Henry Busk, solicitor, 
the number of subscribers being 61, as against 58 in the previous year. 

Solicitors Act, 1888.—In their last aunual report the council referred to 
the steps which they had taken for the purpose of obtaining for the 
society further statutory powers. A Bill was accordingly drafted and 
forwarded to the Master of the Rolls, who introduced it into the House of 
Lords, through which it passed during the first portion of the last session 
of Parliament. It passed through the House of Commons in the autumn 
session, and received the Royal Assent on the 24th of December last. The 
Act, among other things, provides that all applications for removing the 
name of a solicitor from the roll or requiring him to answer the allegations 
contained in an affidavit must in the first instance be made to a committee 
of seven members of the council, to be appointed by the Master of the Rolls 
(of whom three form a quorum), who have power to take evidence on oath, 
and who report to the court their finding. If the committee consider 
that a prima facie case has been mude out againet the solicitor, it is the 
duty of the society to bring the report to the notice of thecourt. Ifin 
the opinion of the committee no case has been made out, the society need 
take no further action, but the complainant, if dissatisfied, can move the 
court on his own responsibility. A committee was appointed by the 
council to prepare draft rules under the Act previous to their submission to 
the Master of the Rolls; and to prepare and submit to the council 
instructions for the then existing committee of the council, known as the 
Discipline Committee, to take effect when the Act came into operation—viz., 
on the Ist of February, 1889. The committee recommended that all 
complaints agaiast solicitors for professional misconduct, unless in the 
form prescribed, should be returned to the complainant with a print of 
the rules for the time being in force under the Act, with an intimation that 
all complaints must be made and supported in accordance with those 
rules. This was for the purpose of insuring regularity of procedure, and 
discouraging frivolous complaints, of which very many formerly reached 
the society. It was not, however, thought desirable that any avoidable 
difficulty should be interposed in the way of persons who have, or 
bond fide believe that they have, ground for complaint against solicitors, 
which they are from poverty or want of education unable without assist - 
ance to put forward in the formal manner required by the rules. The 
committee therefore suggested that an intimation should be made to 
complainants that the council—unless in the opinion of the Discipline 
Committee at the hearing the complaint ought not to have been made (on 
the ground that the circumstances did not disclose a primd facie case, or 
that the complainant had misstated or suppressed material facts, or that 
the case would be better dealt with by the ordinary law, or on some 
similar ground)—would, out of the funds of the society, pay to any 
solicitor (being a member of the society) whom he might employ such a 
tum as they decided to be reasonable and sufficient. ‘Tne committee did 
not think that there should be any engagement as to the costs of getting 
up the case, or of the hearing. Ifthe complaintproved to be well founded, 
the court before whom it would in that case come would deal with the 
costs. If it should be not well founded, the Discipline Committee would 
decide at the hearing whether all or any part of the complainant’s or the 
solicitor’s costs should be borne out of the funds of the society. The 
committee thought that in all ordinary cascs a fee not exceeding £3 33. 
should be sufiicient to cover all professional charges for preparing and 
lodging the complaint, with the proper affidavit in support. In addition 
to this, actual disbursements for commissioners’ fees and the like would be 
paid. The Master of the Rolls has, on the recommendation of the couxcil, 
appointed, as the first committee under the Act, the seven members of 
their body whcese names appear in the appendix. The Discipline Com- 
mittee which existed prior to the lst of February, 18389, is now known as the 
Professional Purposes Committee. It no longer takes cognizance of any 
complaint against a solicitor which might under the old system have been 
brought to the notice of the court. All such complaints now go to the 
Discipline Committee appointed under the Solicitors Act, 1888. The 
Professional Purposes Committee deals with applications for exemption 
from preliminary examination, with complaints of breach of professional 
etiquette, and against unqualified persons, and disposes of references by 
members to the council of questions of practice or conduct. Under 
section 18 of the Solicitors Act, 1888, the society were directed to com- 
pensate any person who, immediately before the passing of the Act, was 
employed in or in connection with the office of the Olerk of the Petty 
Bag, and who became entitled to compensation under section 11 of the 
Great Seal Officers’ Act, 1874, or otherwise in respect of his salary by 
reason of the abolition of the office of Clerk of the Petty Bag taken over by 
the society. There were two officers to whom that section applied, and 
for whom the society provided compensation: Mr. W. H. Ho den, who 
had served 48 years, was granted a pension for life of his full salary of 
£400, and the junior clerk, Mr. W. 8. Smith, was granted a life pension of 
£100 a year. 





Annual Certificate Duty.—The question of the abolition of the annual 
certificate duty paid by solicitors has again had the careful consideration 
of the council, and they adhere to their opinion that it is not expedient to 
support the Bill which has been introduced into Parliament for repealing 
it. In the early part of the year the coancil addressed a circular to the 
provincial law societies to ascertain their views on tho snbject of the Bill 
now before Parlianent, and the matter was considered at a general 
meeting of the associated provincial law societies on the 21st of March last, 
when a resolution was passed (with only one dissentient) disapproving of 
the abolition of the duty. The question was also diecussed at the special 
general meeting of this society, held on the 12th of April, when a resolu- 
tion was passed (by 47 votes to 40) to the effect that a petition in favour of 
the repeal of the duty should be prepared and sent to all the members of 
the profession for signature. Having regard, however, to the statement 
made by the president at the special general meeting, held on the 12th of 
April, as to the expediency of taking any steps in the direction indicated, 
the council do not propose to take any action on the resolution until it has 
been again considered by the society. Possibly the subject may be 
brought forward at the provincial general meeting and be fully discussed. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order.—The council stated in their last annual 
report that the case of Re Newbould was under appeal by means of another 
test case (Re Parker, Garrett, § Park+r), which had been selected under the 
advice of counsel in preference to taking the case of Re Newbould to the 
House of Lords. Re Parker was carried as quickly as possible through its 
various stages, and the council had the satisfaction of sending to the 
members of the society in December a copy of the printed judgment of 
the House of Lords unanimously reversing Re Newbould, and deciding that 
where a solicitor, on the occasion of an auction sale, does not become 
entitled to the conducting commission, he is to be paid according to the 
old system as altered by Schedule II. for the preliminary work actually 
done in connection with the auction not covered by the deducing scale. 
The cost to the society of obtaining this decision has been little short of 
£1,000. The question as to what constitutes conducting, and whether the 
mere employment of an auctioneer to receive the bids disentitles the 
solicitor to the conducting scale, remains still unsettled by judicial 
decision. In Burd v. Burd (37 W. R. 428) Mr. Justice Stirling appears to 
have held that he was bound by Re Wilson to disallow the conducting 
commission where an auctioneer is employed merely to receive the bids. 
But his attention does not appear to have been called to the explanation 
of Re Wilson given by Lord Justice Cotton in the subsequent case of the 
Merchant Taylors’ Co. (30 Oh. D., page 37), to the effect that although em- 
ploying an auctioneer would not prevent the conducting scale from 
applying, because of course the colicitor could not take the bids, yet, that 
if the auctioneer substantially did part of the conducting besides receiving 
the bids, the solicitor would not be entitled. The council therefore con- 
sider that Burd v. Burd is not a satisfactory decision, and they think it is 
desirable when a suitable case arizes that the decisions on the subject 
should be reconsidered by a higher court. The council have continued to 
receive a number of cases for advice and decision, many of which have 
been added to their Digest, of which a new edition is now being issued, 
and they trust that the society and the profession will continue to find 
advantage in having all the decisions collected and also the opinions of the 
council on the numerous questions which have arisen in practice from the 
commencement of the Order down to the present time. Owing to the fre- 
quency of applications made to the council from all parts of the country 
tor their opinion or decision, they have found it necessary to confine their 
consideration of questions of this character to those received from members 
of the society; and further, that where a question is in dispute between 
members, only to deal with it where the parties agree upon a statement of 
facts or to be bound by their decision. A standing committee (the names 
of whom appear ia the appendix) is appointed to deal with all questions 
under the Act or Order. 

Conditions of Sale.—The attention of the council has again been called 
to conditions of sale providing that ths vendor's solicitor should prepare 
the conveyance, and charge the ad valorem fee as against the purchaser, 
and also providing for the payment by the purchaser of contract fees and 
auctionecr’s commission. ‘The council resolved that conditions obliging a 
purchaser to employ the vendor's solicitors were altogether objectionable, 
and that even any option to do so should be at a fixed, or, preferably, no, 
charge, and limited to sales where the lots are numerous or of small 
value, and where the interest of the vendor may dictate such a condition. 
With regard to auctioneer’s commission, the council, having been advised 
that the General Order under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, did 
not prevent the application of the conducting scale in favour of the vendor's 
solicitor, where the purchaser paid the auctioneer’s commission, did not 
press the objection which they formerly felt to conditions throwing on 
the purchaser the auctioneer’s commission. 

Call of Solicitors to the Bar.—At the annual provincial meeting of the 
society, held at Newcastle-upon-Tyne in October last, it was referred to 
the council to consider the expediency of applying to Parliament for an 
enactment providing that the facilities given by the Solicitors Act, 1877, to 
barristers of five years’ standing for becoming solicitors should be made 
reciprocal, so as to enable solicitors of five years’ standing to forthwith 

become barristers on passing the bar final examination. The council, 
after carefully considering the resolution, decided to communicate with 
the four inns of court in the first instance, and a letter was accordingly 
addressed to each of those bodies to the effect that the subject 1s one upon 
which solicitors feel the deepest interest, not so much from any general 
wish to join the ranks of the bar as from a feeling that the requirement 
of a year’s probation and abstinence from practice (a condition imposed 
upon no other profession or even trade) is invidious, and ought to be re- 
moved. It was pointed out that the disabilities which previously 


\affected a barrister who desired to become a solicitor were wholly 
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removed, at the instance of the society, by the Solicitors Act, 1877, except 
he requirement of five years’ standing at the bar. The council therefore 
urged upon the inns the justice of altering their regulations by providing 
that a solicitor. who has for five years been admitted, or qualified for ad- 
mission, may be eligible to be called to the bar without keeping any 
terms, provided he, on examioation, satisfies the authorities that he is 
possessed of the necessary legal knowledge and of the same qualifications 
as to education and character as are required for students for the bar, the 
preliminary examination required by the society being accepted as a 
sufficient educational test. ‘lhe matter is still under the consideration of 
a joint committee of the four inns of court. 

Sittings of the Queen's Bench Division.—Last year the council referred to 
the fact that a joint committee of the Bar Committee and of this society 
had reported on the alterations which appeared to them to be necessary 
with regard to the list of causes for trial in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
A report was approved by the Bar Committee and the council, and was 
communicated to the judges, accompanied by a letter signed by the chair- 
man of the Bar Committee and the president of this society, and the 

rincipal recommendations of the joint committee have since been carried 
nto effect by means of regulations issued with the sanction and approval 
of the Lord Chief Justice in 1888. The council are unanimously of 
opinion that, as a whole, the regulations so issued by the authorities have 
cffected improvements and worked well in the interests of the profession 
and the public. This is not only the individual experience of members of 
the council, but also the result of inquiries made by them. 

Sittings of the Chancery Division.—In July, 1888, a joint committee of 
members of the Bar Committce and of the Incorporated Law Society was 
appointed to consider and report upon the sittings of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. The committee held several meet- 
ings, and ultimately agreed upon a report, which was adopted by the Bar 
Committee and the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. This report 
was in January last sent to the Lord Chancellor, with a joint letter signed | 
by the chairman of the Bar Committee and the president of the | 
Incorporated Law Society. His lordship promised to give the matter | 
careful consideration. The effect of the report was, that the most urgent | 
of all reforms required in the Chancery Division is that better provision 
should be made for the continuous trial of witness actions, the necessary | 
interruption of which, under the existing practice, by interlocutory and | 
other business seriously increases the expense of such actions, and pro- 
longs the time actually occupied in their hearing. While recognizing the | 
propriety of the trial by a judge and jury of actions specially suited for 
euch a mode of trial, it was not thought that the difficulty above pointed 
out could be met either by sending chancery witness actions to the assizes 
or by transferring groups of them from time to time to the Queen’s | 
Bench Division. The joint committee were unanimously of opinion that, | 
with the — judicial staff, it is not possible to devise any scheme | 
which will effectually relieve the pressure of witness actions or remove the | 
inconveniences above pointed out. It was therefore considered absolutely | 
necessary for the efficient disposal of business in the Chancery Division | 
that an additional judge should be appointed, so that two judges of the | 
Chancery Division might cit continuously for the trial of witness 
actions. The occasional services of a judge attached in the Queen’s | 
Bench Division would not meet the difficulty. The new judge should be | 
a permanent judge, familiar with the principles of equity and the prac- | 
tice of the Chancery Division. The committee were of opinion that the | 
details of any re-arrangemcnt of business could not be usefully suggested | 
or reported upon until it was known what judicial staff would be provided | 
for working it. 

Rules of the Supreme Court.—The council and the Bar Committee, as | 
representing both branches of the legat profession, have made a joint 
application to the Lord Chancellor to the effect that, in the interests of 
the public and for the convenience of the profession, a sufficient oppor- 
tunity should be afforded to them for the consideration in draft of any 
proposed rules, many of which involve matters of detail in procedure in 
respect of which practitioners in the Supreme Court, both barristers and 
solicitors, have necessarily a very large experience, and would therefore 
be able to render very material assistance. The Lord Chancellor in reply 
stated that he fully recognized the material value of the assistance which 
members of both sides of the profession were capable of rendering in the 
parsing of rules of the Supreme Court, and that such assistance had in 
fact been rendered on all occasions, both to the Rule Committee as a 
whole and to the individual judges who compose it; and that any | 
suggestions with reference to legal procedure coming from a quarter so | 
deserving of attention as the Bar Committee and the Law Society were | 
received, and always would be received, with interest and considered | 
with great care. He felt sure he was expressing the wish of all the 
judges when he invited both those learned associations to aid them with | 
such suggestions from time to time. On the other hand, his lordship did | 
not think that it would be in accordance with the duty and responsibility | 
imposed by Parliament upor himself and the judges of the Rule Com.- | 
mittee if he were to go so far as appeared to be proposed, and to recognize | 
in the Bar Committee and the Law Society a consultative authority which | 
the Legislature had not intended. 

(To be continued.) 


SOMERSETSHIRE LAW SOCIETY. 











At the half-yearly meeting of the society, held at Wells on the 12th 
of July, 1889, Mr. A. R. Payne in the chair, the attention of the society 
was called to the following resolution, proposed to be moved by Mr. 
Hastie at the meeting of the Incorporated Law Society (U. K.):— 
“‘That, in the opinion of this meeting, the president of the society 
committed an error of judgment when he stated, in regard to the resolu- 





| Darrell, Claud Edward 


tion for abolishing solicitors’ duty, that he would do nothing to facilitate 
what he believed to be the most pernicious motion which had been carried 
in that hall for some time.’’ It was moved by the honorary secretary, 
and seconded by Mr. Bennett, and resolved unanimously :—‘' That, in the 
opinion of this society, the president and council of the Incorporated 
Law Society (U. K.) were fully justified in declining to act upon the 
resolution of the special general meeting of that society, held on the 
12th of April last, in favour of the abolition of the solicitors’ certificate 
duty, which resolution was carried only by forty-seven votes against 
forty, and that the society tenders to Mr. Lake (the late president) its 
thanks for the course then pursued and for his invaluable services to the 
profession during his tenure of office as vice-president and president of 
the Incorporated Law Society (U. K.). That copies of this resolution be 
rent to Mr. Lake and to the secretaries of the Incorporated Law Society 
(U. K.) and of the Associated Provincial Law Societies. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are iu alphab>tical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 3rd and 4th July, 
1889 :— 

Alloway, Frederic Douglas 
Atchley, Edward Herbert 
Atkins, Edward Glover 

Bell, Charles Leicester 
Birley, Edward William Hornby 
Bolton, John William 
Boodle, Walter Trelawny 
Bouch, John Lowther 
Bruford, George Le Fleming, Edward Ralph 
Bygott, William Morris, William 

Carter, Edmund Sardinson Dashwood Neve, Frank Lethbridge 
Chetwood, William Odhams, Charles James 
Chivers, Henry Oliver, Arthvr Maule 
Christians, William George Othen, John 

Crossman, Alan Fairfax Parkhouse, Charles 

Pedley, George Foster 
Platt, Edward 

Shipwright, Charles Albert 
Simpson, Arthur Ernest 
Kaden, Edward Allen Summerfield, Henry 
Elwes, Henry Geoffrey Swinhoe, Ernest 
Fairfax-Cholmeley, William Henry Symes, Thomas Cecil 
Fearon, Robert Burton Syms, Thomas 

Forward, William Bryan Thomson, Thomas Weldon 
Fowke, Henry Halford Tijou, George Charles 
Fowler, Exnest Clive Tucker, Harlowe Thomas Ford 
Francomb, John Stanley Turnbull, Thomas 
Gairdner, Harry Hamilton T well, George 

Haddock, Frank Fraser Walsh, Alfred 

Hall, Thomas Edward Waterhouse, Samuel Sharpe 
Hatt, Edwin Thomas Waterworth, John 

Heelis, William Watts, Ernest Francis 
Hill, Alfred George Whalley, Arthur 

Hooper, Sydney Wilding, Richard 
Hunton, Wensley Barclay Wildman, Edward Ward 
Irwin, William George Wilkins, Rernard Robert 


Janson, Halsey 

Jarvis, John Sydney 

Johnson, Stephen James Finlay 
Jones, Gwilym 

Jones, John Frederick 

Kennett, Gilbert Buttler 
Latham, John Weyland Mere 
Latham, Lovell 


Davey, William Conway 
Dickson, William Edward 
Doyle, Arthur John 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Frepenick Kynaston Mercatre, solicitor (of the firm of Gasquet & 
Metcalfe), of 9, Idol-lane, London, has been appointed by Alderman 
Knill, sheriff-elect, to be one of the Under-Sheriffs of the City of London 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Metcalfe was admitted a solicitor in 1876. His 
partner, Mr. Charles Gasquet, is returning officer for the borough of 
Islington. 


Mr. Sxerretr Hotmes Wuorwoop, solicitor, of Bicester, has been 
appointed Registrar of the Bicester County Court (Circuit No. 36), on the 
resignation of Mr. Percy Walsh, jun. Mr. Whorwood is clerk to the 
Bicester Local Board and to the Bicester Burial Board. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Grinnam Keen, solicitor (of the firm of Keen, Rogers, & Keen), 
of 24, Kuightrider-street, London, vice-president of the Incorporated Law 
Society, has been elected President of the Society for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Keen was admitted a solicitor in 1852. He is a director of the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

Mr. Roxzert Cunuirrs, solicitor (of the firm of Cunliffes & Davenport), 
of 43, Chancery-lane, London, has been elected Vice-President of the 
Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Cunliffe was 
admitted a solicitor in 1845. He is a director of the British Law Fire 
Insurance Co. 


Mr. Cuartes Epwarp Sreakman, colicitor (of the firm of Broughton, 
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Hensley, & Speakman), of Crewe and Nantwich, has been appointed 
Clerk to the magistrates for the Crewe and Nantwich Divisions of 
Cheshire. Mr. Speakman was admitted a solicitor in 1863. He is regis- 
trar of the Crewe and Nantwich County Courts, clerk to the magistrates 
for the borough of Crewe, clerk to the Nantwich Board of Guardians, and 
clerk to the Willaston and Church Coppenhall School Boards. 


Mr. Joun Grauam, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Francis Strernen Rontnson, of Saffron Walden, has been appointed 
Deputy Town Clerk of that borough. Mr. Robinson was admitted a 
solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Joun Lane Krrson, solicitor (of the firm of Lane & Kitson), of Bea- 
minster, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Atrrep Burtrerrie1p, solicitor (of the firm of Heath, Sons, & Butter- 
field), of Grantham, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Grorcr E Sotomon, solicitor, of 28, Holford-square, London, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for England to examine Witnesses and to 
take Affidavits, &c., in the Supreme Court of the Colony of the Cape of 
Good Hope. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvuTION. 

Francis Rrpovr Warp, Ricuarp Mints, Pamir Wirnam, Osmunp 
Lampert, and Ouartes Joun Roskett, solicitors (Ward, Mills, Witham, 
& Lambert), 1, Gray’s-inn-square, London. May 12. So far as regards 
the said Francis Ridout Ward and Richard Mills, who retire from the 
firm ; the business will be continued at the same place by the said Philip 
Witham, Osmund Lambert, and Charles John Roskell in co-partnership, 
under the style or firm of Witham, Lambert, & Roskell. 

[Gazette, July 19. 
GENERAL. 

The Trust Funds Investment Bill passed through committee in the 
House of Lords on Monday, and will, no doubt, receive the Royal assent 
this session. 


The Globe says that, ‘‘ Not content with having succeeded in getting 
the solicitors practising before him to wear their robes, Mr. Broughton 
Edge, one of the county court judges in Devonshire, has just requested 
them to appear before him in black clothes. Country solicitors are rather 
given to wearing dark grey garments, but Mr. Edge, who is evidently 
anxious to improve the status of his court, thinks that they do not express 
sufficient respect for his judicial authority.”’ 


The sittings of the Lords Justices for the trial of cases without juries 
closed on the 20thinst. They have, the Zimes’ reporter remarks, done a good 
deal of work, and have materially diminished the arrears, exhibiting 
the great superiosity of trial by judges only in any classes of cases not 
really turning on disputes as to the facts, but rather on the legal effect 
of the facts, so that many cases of this class are disposed of without 
being tried out. Nearly 100 cases have been tried at these sittings, and 
120 have been otherwise disposed of, so that the cause lists have been 
cleared of about 220 cases. 


In reply toa question in the House of Commons on the 19th inst., Mr. 
Matthews said that the question of giving the French system of identifica- 
tion of criminals a trial in this country has been under the consideration of 
the police and prison authorities. There are many difficulties in the way 
of adopting it in this country, and it is doubtful whether equally good 
results are not obtained under our present system. It is also a question 
whether legislation would not be required to carry it out effectually. The 
matter, however, is not being lost sight of. ‘This system was recently 
described in an evening newspaper as follows:—‘‘ Criminals are classified 
under measurements of certain bony parts of the human frame. We 
begin our classification with the measurement of the length of the head. 
We found by experience that it was better to begin with the head rather 
than the stature. The size of the skull cannot be changed, but prisoners 
refuse to stand up straight when their height is being taken. The exact 
height could not be obtained except to within three centimetres, while the 
length of the head can be measured to a millimetre. We divide the 
length of the head into three classes—short, medium, and long—which 
reduces our collection of photographs to 20,000. Then we take the width of 
the head, and, making three sub-divisions—of narrow, medium, and wide— 
we have 6,000 left. Next, we take the length of the middle finger, and, again 
making three classes, as we do with all our measurements, we have 2,000 
photographs left. We continue, on the same system, with the measure- 
ment of the foot, the forearm, the height, &c., until we reduce our collec- 
tion of 60,000 photographs to six.” 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











Date APPEAL COUrT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No. 2. Kay. Cutty. 
Monday, July... sees 29 Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday ..... 33 Carrington Beal Pugh 
Wednesday eoreeee eeccoestccs | Jackson Leach Lavie 
h wsday, August Carrington Beal Pugh 
.. oe Jackson Leach Lavie 
Saturday ...scovsrsessreseeee 3 Carrington Beal Pugh 





— 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, July  ceccce-ees . 29 Mr. Ward Mr, Koe Mr. Godfrey 
EE eee Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
Wednesday.........000 + woe SL Ward Koe Godfrey 
Thursday, August...... 1 Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
| Peep Ward Koe Godfrey 
ee ES Pemberton Clowes Rolt 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—F R1pay, July 19, 
JVINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AvromAtic Trapise Co, Luwirep—Petn for winding up, presonted July 1, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on July 27 Woauittield & Richardson, 
Finsbury pavement, sviors for petuer 

CONTINENTAL CANADIAN TOBOGGANNING SYNDICATE, LIMITED—Petn for winding 
up, presented July 16, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on July 27 Andrew 
& Uo, Gt James st, Bedford row, solors for petner 

Economic Fusx Co, LimireEv—Petn for wiudiug up, presented July 18, directed 
to be heard befure North, J, on Saturday, July 2/ Latham & Uo, Old Broad st, 
solors for petners 

SELF- WINDING AND SYNCHRONIZING OLOCK Co, Limirsp—Stirling, J, has fixed 
bie + arena July 31, at 12, at his chambers, for the appoiotmeats of an official 

iquidator 

SourH WALES SMELTING Co, Limirgep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 
2, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Richard Garnaut Cawker, 11, Temple st, Swansea Thursday, Uct 94, 
at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and ciaims 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Britisn Congo Co, LimiTeD By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
July 8, it was ordered that the company be wound up, and John Holt, 26, 
Preeson’s row, Liverpool, was appointed provisioually olficial liquidator Loat 
& Co, Manchester, soiors for petuers 

IRIENDLY SOCIELIES 
SUSPSNVED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

ALBERT LopGE, Loyal Urder of Modern Druids Friendly Society, Horse and 
Jockey Inn, Helsby, Frodsham, Chester July 15 

Goopv LNTENT LODGE OF GARDENERS I’ RIENDLY SOCIETY, Greyhound Inn, Church 
Merriogton, Speanymoor, Durham July 16 

—— Sames DISTRICT, A.F'.G, Friendiy Society, Eagle Hotel, Great Grimsby, 

incoln uly 16 

GREEN BANK LODGE, U.O. Free Gardeners Friendly Society, Conservative Hall, 
Harriugtou, Cumberland July 15 

Hawrnorn BLossom LopGe, U.O.F.G. Friendly Society, Three Tuns Inn, 
Rainton Gate, Fence Houses, Darham July 16 

LxicH District, U.O.F G, friendly Society, White Horse, Market st, Leigh, 
Lancaster July15 

Ross in JUNE Lope@s, U.F.G, Friendly Society, Miners’ Arms Inn, Church st, 
Heath ‘own, Wednesfield, Statford July 16 

Sons OF ZEBBDEE LODGE, Fishermen Friendly Society, Bull’s Lead Inn, Church 
st, Haslingden, Lancaster July 15 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 23, 
JUINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

CLUB BUILDINGS AND FURNISHING Co, Limirep—by an order mado by Kay, J, 
dated July 13, it was ordered that the company be wouundup Lewis & Ohucch, 
man, Chancery lane, solora for petner 

ELECTRIC APPaRATUS UO, LIMIreED—Petn for winding up, presented July 19, 
directed to be heard before North, J, on Aug 3 Wolseley, Regent place, 
Regent st, solor for company 

PADDLE STEAMSHIP “ QUEEN OF THE Bay” Co, Lixrrep -Pota for winding up, 
presented July zz, directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Aug 3 
— & Co, bream’s bldgs, Chancery lane, agents for Stephens, Uardiff, solur 

or petners 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

EBENEZt&R LOAN Co, LimitebD—Petn tor winding up, presented July 20, directed 
to be heard before Bristowe, V.U., at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Man- 
chester, on ‘luesday, Aug 6, at 10.30 Jeans & Morgan, Manchester, svlors for 


petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

COLLEGE SERVANTS’ PROVIDENT INSTITUTION SocleTY, Chequers Inn, High st, 
Oxtord July 18 

NOTTINGHAM DISTRICT UNITSD SISTERS FRIBNDLY Society, Suffolk Unity, Social 
Guild Institution, Parliament st, Nottingham July 1s 

TALK& DISTRICT OF THE UNITED SIsT“Rs FRIENDLY SooreTY, Suffolk Unity, 
Uiris’ School, ‘Talke, Stoke upon ‘lrent July 17 

SUSPENDSD FOR THREE MONTHS, 

CourT STAR OF BRUNSWICK, A.U.I, Friendly Society, Foresters’ Arms Ian, 
Uariton, Selby, York July 18 

FRUITFUL Peas Peex LODGE OF DRUIOS FRIBNDLY Society, Welsh Harp, Pon- 
key, Kusbou, Deubigh June il 

LILY OF THE VALLEY I’'RIENDLY SOCIETY, Lion Hotel, Aire st, Castleford, Nor- 
inantou, York July 18 

LOYAL PRIDE OF THE NoRTH LopGg, Order of Druids Friendly Society, Work- 
men’s tall, Monkwearmouth, Sunderland July 11 

LOYAL STAR OF TH# Kast LODGs, Usder of Druids Friendly Society, Waverley 
Hotel, High st, sishop Wearmouth, Suuderlaud July 11 

Loyal Victoria Lop@r, Order of Druids Friendly Suciety, Villiers Hotel, Villiers 
st, Bishop Wearmouth, Sunderland July 11 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP, 35. 
Last Day OF CLAIM. 
London Gaszette.— FRIDAY, July 12. 

ARNOLD, BENJAMIN Nortu, Teignmouth, Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 30, 

Harding & Son, Birmingham 
Asutoy, Francis EDMUND, Waterloo, Lancs, Merchant’s Clerk. Aug 26. Hore 

& Co, Liverpool 
BaBLow, Fanny, Paramatta, N.S. W. Oct 31. Spencer & Co, Cheapside 
BEASLEY, ALIcIA, Hereford rd, Bayswater. Aug 26. Hore & Co, Liverpool 
BEASLEY, Devonan, Hereford rd, Bayswater. Aug 26. Hore & Co, Liverpool 
BLACKBURNE, WILLIAM, Oldhaw, Lancs, Land Surveyor. Aug 3i. Blackburne 

& Smyth, Oidham 
BRACKEN, Maky, Midgley, Halifax. Augi4. Humphreys & Hirst, Halifax 
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Bryan, GrorGe. Alford, Liacs, Clerk in Holy Orders. 


ley. or 
BULL, SARAH ANN, Shakespeare rd, Acton. 
CrEW, RICHARD, Beale rd, Old Ford, out 
Copthall bldgs 
CroGGon, JosIan, Grampound, Cornwall. 


Aug 22 


Aug 14. 


+ Avg28. Dodd, New Broad ‘st 
DERRY, CHARLES MAIN, Gedney, Lines, Farmer 
Long Sutton 


DONEGALL, Marquis of, Most Hon Epwanp, Park st. 


Dean of Raphoe, in Ireland. Sept. Harris, C 


Potts, Broseley 


Fenton, EpGar, Ethelbert rd, Bromley, Gent, Sept 18, Hail & White, 


1¢; 
Gay, HENRY, Bedminster, Master Mariner. 


GREEN, GEORGE, Princetown, Dartmoor. 
Roman Catholic Chaplain of H.M.’ 
Co, Liverpool 

GRIFFITH, CAROLINE, 


Aug 15. 

Devon. 

Gravesend. Aug 31 
ne 

JONES, GRACE, Liverpool. Aug 12. 

KEnT, Tuomas, Blackfriars rd, Chemist. Aug 31. 


LAWLOR, BESSIK WHEELRR, Trinity rd, 
Farnard, Westminster Bridge rd 
Lioyp, Mary, Liverpool. Aug 12. 


Lioyp, WILLIAM ALDRIDGE, Reading. Aug 20. 
New inn, Strand 
LowE, SAMUEL, Shefilie!d, Blacksmith. Aug 1. Alleu 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—F'R1DAY, July 19, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ALLARD, HENRY, Corsley, Wiltshire, 

Frome Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
BaRNarpo, R. C. E., Earl’s Court rd, 

Court Pet July 8 Ord July 16 
Barton, HENRY KOBERT, Walworth rd, Surrey, To 

bacconist High Court Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
BASSETT. JAMES, Lurgates. Wadhurst, Sussex, Whee'- 


Gent High 


wright Tunbridge Wells Pet July i6 Crd 
July 16 
BrrcumsHaw, GERVASE MATTHEWS, Nettingham, 


Lace Manufacturer Nottingham Pet 


July 17 
Ord July 17 


Brapy, Epwarp, Great Yarmouth, Baker Great 
Yarmouth PetJuly 15 Ord July 15 
Brown, WILLIAM, Kirton in Lindsey, Lincolnshire, 


Poultry Dealer Great Grimsby Pct July 15 Ord 


July 15 
BurneTT, WILLIAM, Leeds, Advertising Agent 
Leeds Pet July 16 Ord July 16 


Butcuer, CHARLES, Lodge avenue Fulhom, Builder 
Hiah Court Pet June2® OrdJuly 16 

Button, GEORGE, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 
Pet Ju'y 15 Ord July 15 


Br 


of business, 


Chilcott & Son, Truro 
Suny, Cute Avteens, Welbeck st, Cavendish sq, Lieut Col in the Lines 


Aug 12, 


oleman st 
es GEORGE, Little Wenlock, Salop, Clerk in Holy Orders, 


8 Prison, Dartmoor, 
Cole & Farlow, Church ct, C!ement’s 


Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Kent, Westmi 
Wandsworth 


Jones & Co, Liverpool 
W.N. A. Daniel (Daniel & Co), 


Innkeeper | 


| REYNOLDS, 


Buxton, CHARLKS, Athelstane rd, North Bow. 
Carpenter High Court Pet July 16 Ord 
July 16 

CARLYLE, FRANCIS JouN, Swansea, Solicitor Swan- | 
sea Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

CiEMEsnHA & Co, Leeds, Provision Merchants Leeds 
Pet July 5 Ord July 15 

COLE, JOSHUA GEORGE, Great Dunmow, Essex, 
Auctioneer High Court Pet March 19 Ord 
t 15 

Cook, osm. Bedford, Provision Dealer Bedford 


Pet July 16 Ord July 18 

CORRALL, Henny. Leicester, Baker Leicester 
July 13 Ord July 13 

Cramp, HENRY BREWSTER, Tangley 
Hampton, Butcher High Court 
Ord July 16 


Gipps, CHARLES ROBERT, Gorleston, Suffolk, Butcher 
Great Yarmouth Pet July i7 Ord July 17 

GoopacreE, JouN, Liverpoo!, out of business Liver- 
pool PetJuly3 Ord July 16 


Hart, GeorGe Lampert, Bradford, Commercial 
Traveller Bradford Pet July 16 Ura July 16 
Harpy, JAMES SHEPPERSON, Nottingham, Painter 

Nottingbam Pet July i7 Ord July 17 
HaAkzris, AMES ErueaimM, Ashbocking, Suffolk, 
Grocer Ipswich Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
HitcuH, THoMas ATEINSON, Smethwick, Staffordsbire, 
out of business W est Bromwich Pet July 16 
Ord July 16 
HomkEwoop, WILLIAM, Brighton, 
Brighten PetJuly 17 Ord July 17 
HORNER, Cuanixs ROBERT, Castleford, Yorkshire, 
Drysalter Wakcfield Pet Juiy 13 Ord July 13 
Jamrs, THOMAS, Narberth, Pe mbrokeshire, Grocer 
Pembroke Dock Pet July i7_ Ord July 17 
Kay, Jonn Henry, Alde nde t, Hampshire. 
Soldier Blackburn Pet June 21 
KinG, HENRY ALFEFD, King st, 
man High Court Pet July i6 Ord July 16 
Lanvy, Ropsrt HENRY DENCH, Benledi st, Poplar, 
Fiuiterer High Court Pet July17 Ord July 17 
LEwI1s, HENRY, and JaMEs LEWIS, Neath, Glamorgan- 
shire, Grocer Neath Pet July 6 Ord July 16 
LINDLEY, FREDERICK, Nottingham, Cab Proprietor 
Nottingbam Pet July16 Ord July 1 
Lonpon, THomMAS, Cambridge, Publican Cambridge 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
MACcKIEY, Witi1aM, Mcuntsorrel, 
Fishmonger Leicester Pet tJuly 13° Ord July 13 
MURRELL, WILTIAM CHAELFS, ockhead, Ber- 
mondsey Wail, Coal Factor High Court Pet 


Pet 


Park, Old 
Pet June 26 


Contractor 


Private 
Ord July 16 
Westminster, Bar- 


Leicestershire, 


July 15 .Ord July 15 


Oct 1. Rhodes & Carn- 


MESNARD, Mary Lucy, Main rd, Bexley Heath, Kent. August 12. Russell & 


Co, Old Jew ry chmbrs 


own, Lincoln's inn fields 


Aug 21. Randall & Sor, in 


Lincoln’s 
Portman sqr 
Poornr, 


Mossop & Mossop, August 31. 


formerly Esq. Oct 1. 


RYDER, 


Grosvenor ¢&q, 
Potts 
Hudders- 


Aug 10, 


Bransdon, Portsea 


Regt. Aug 10, 


nster Bridge rd 


common. Aug 1?. 


Mowno, K: ATHERINE, Grenville place. 
OsnorneE, RoBERT Henny, Old Charlton, Kent. 


CTMARLES, Avenue Jean d’Arc, Rouen, France, Gent. 

bury & Co, New Broad st 

ReFrs, WILLIAM Davies, Pontfadog Re morn nr Llangollen, Derbigh, Clerk. 

Richards & Sons, hi 

REYNARDSON, CHARLES THOMAS SAMUEL BIRCH, 

Lawrence & Co, New sqr. Lincoln’s inn 

AUGUSTE HENRY ALFRED, Sutherland st, Pimlico, Gent. 
Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 

SAUNDERS, JOHN Boyp, St Leonards on Sea, Retired Major General. 
Crowécrs & V izard, Lincoln’s inn fields 


August 10. Lawrence & Co, New sqr, 


July 24. Bartley, Somerset st, 


August 12, Han. 


angollen 
Holywell Hall, rr Stamford, 
August 31. 


Aug 20, 


Suaw, ROBERT, Clitheroe, Lancs, late Farmer. Aug 17. Robinson & Sons, 
Sibly & Dickinson, Bristol blackburn . - 0 Ment ome , 
) : SuHERWARD, Mary CLARA (otherwise CRADDOCK) aud grove, Fulham rd. Aug 9, 
Clerk in ee ~ Lomax, St James's st, Pall Mall ; . . 
Ug ON STEPHENSON, JOUN CHARLES, Landport, Hants, Cement Manufacturer. Aug 1. 


THOMPSON, ANDREW GREEN, Bride¥irk, Cumberland, formerly Major in the 48th 
Benson, Cockermouth 
TiprinG, ELIZABETH, Selly Oak, Worcester, 


Aug 13, Tunbridge, Redditch 





& Son, Sheflield 













:, JOHN WiILMoT EpwIn, New st, Covent Garden. 
De: igner High Court Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
KIN, HANNAH, pg og Durham, Saddler Dur- 
n Pet July i Ord July 17 
TT, FREDERICK CHARLES, 

shire, Greengrocer Portsmouth 
Ord July 1 
PLOWRIGHT, Mary Exizanetna, Nottingham, Hay 
Dealer Nottinghan “Pe +t July 16 Ord July 16 
EMMA E LLY. N, Waterford rd, Fulham, 
spinster High C Pet June 26 Ord July 17 
ROBEBTS, GEORGE, Gn t Houghton, nr Barnsley, 
Blacksmith Barnsley Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
Rosr, Tuomas, 
Peterborough 
TAYLOR, JOSEPH, 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 


Landport, Hamp- 
Pet July lt 





Pet July 15 Ord July 15 


VAUGHAN, GEORGE Morris, Rvde, I.W.. Dead Col- 
lector Ryde Pet Julyi2 Ord July 12 

Wane Rosert, Shoreham. Sussex, Master Mariner 
3righton PetJuly 1? Ord July 17 


WAKEFIELD, ALFRED Isaac, Droitwich, Worcester- 


shire, Baker Worcester Pet July 16 Ord 
July 36 

WALKER, GzORGF, Baker st, Enfield, Grocer Ed- 
monton Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

WaAtson, JOHN, Satchwell st, Betbnal Green rd, Box 


Manatactaret High Court Pet July 15 Ord 

July 15 

Wiuttwortn. Joun James, Aberdare, Draper Aber- 
dare PetJuly 15 Ord July 15 

Worpswortn, WILTIAM, Darlington, Catt’e Dealer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet July 
16 Ord July 16 

Yorke, Hanry NoAke, Frith terr, eveusend, Draper 


High Court Pet July 16 Ord July 1 


The following amended notices are Tei for 
those published in the London Gazette of July 9. 


Mercu, JAMES WirLtr1AM, Landport, Fmpenies, 
Baker Portsmouth Pet July5 OrdJuly 5 
PuHILpot, UsnE2 HouGuTon. Northcote rd, Batte r- 
sea rise, Bookseller Wandswerth Pet July 4 
Ord July 4 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
HeENRY. Trethewel. St Just in Roseland, 
July 27 at 12 Off Ree, 


ANDREW, 
Cornwall, Cattle Dealer 
Boscawen st, Truro 

ART a MARIE PHILOMENE, 


( ane burats st, Regent’s 
» Widow July 30ati1l 3 f 


, Carey st, Line In’s 


AS arc oup, WH, & Co, Perham rd, West: Kensington, 
iilders Jui y 3tatlt Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 


T, ; GrEorGE, Oxford, Clerk July 27 at 

“1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

BENTLEY, ALFRED, Tyldesley, Lancs, Builder July 26 
atil 16, Woodst, Bolton 





Ramsay, Huntingdonshire, Baker | 


WAENING TO INTENDING House PurcnAsERrs & LEssEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have the Sanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined byan expert 
from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Olfices, &2,—! ADVT.] 


West- 


GRANT, JOHN OC, St James’s st, Pall Mall, Journiist 
July 29 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

GricG, SAMUEL, Church ‘row, Lime house, Shirt 
Manufacturer July 31 at 11 33, Carey st, Lin. 
coln’s inn 

Hatt, GEorGE LAMBERT, 
‘Yraveller July 30 at 12 
Bradford 

Hancock, ROBERT, Shevock, Cornwall, Farmer 
July 26ati1_ 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

HARGREAVES, HERBERT WILLIAM, Liverpool, Tailor 
July 30 at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Bradford, Commercial 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 


HArnis, JAMES Eprmram, Ashbocking, sSuffulk, 
i Grocer July 26 at12 Off Rec, Ipsw ich 
HoLpEN, Joun THOMAS ALFRED, Perrbyn House, 


Shefiield, File Manager Sheffield ' 


CARLYLE, Francis Joun, Swansea, Solicitor July 29 | 


ati1l Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swausea 

CHINERY, LESLI#, and BEN Kirk, Interngtional Club, 
Trafalgar sq, Copartners in the said Club July 
81at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s ian 

CLay, WILLIAM, Stockton on ‘lees. Cab Driver Aug 
1atit Off Rec. 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

CLIFFE, JoOsEPH, and James THomas GILiies, Man- 

hester, Coal Merchants July 26 at 11.: ott 







0 
ec, Ogde n’s cbinbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
C OATE S, FRANCIS WALTER ELLIs, tamsgate, Sur; geon 
July $1 at 2.30 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
CORRALL, HENE r, Leicester, Baker July 31 at 123) 
Off Re ce, 2%, Friar lane, Leicester 
DAVIES, CHARLES EDWARD, Rusholme, 
Patentee July 26 at11 Off Rec, 
3ridge st, Manchester 
FRATHERSTONE, PETER, Gilling, Yorkshire, 
July 29 at 12 Cuurt house, Nortballerton 
FRENCH, JAMES, Colne, Lancs, Shoemaker Aug 1 at 
1 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
jONS, ARTHUR JAMKS DILLON, Euston rd, Ship- 
ping Agent July 29at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 





Farmer 


Gib! 


Manchester, | 
Ogden’s chmbra, | 


Acton, Dentist July 29 at 11 33, Carey st, Line 
coln’s inn 

Horner, CHARLES ROBERT, Castleford, Yorks. Dry- 
salter July 23 at 11 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wake- 


field 


Jubb, WILLIAM, Three Colt st, Limehouse, General 
Draper Augiatil 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


KIMMELFIELD, ABRAHAM, Manchester, Cap Pea‘ 
Manufacturer July 26 at 12 Off Rec, Ogden's 
chbrs, Briige st, Manchester 

KITCHINER. JAMES, Biggieswade, Beds. Coal Mer- 
chant July 30 at 10.45 &, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

LIGHTFOOT, ‘THOMAS Cumistoruee, South Stockton, 
Yorks, Watchman Aug 1 at 11 Off Ree, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Lospon, THOMAS, Cambridge, Publican July 30 at 
12 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambr idge 


Mac Sea WILLIAM, Mountsorrel, Leices, Fish- 
monger Bieta 81 at 3 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 
Leiceste 


MoDonaLD, "G R, Milton st. Fancy Goods Manufac- 
turer High Uourt July 30 at 12 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn 

a WILLTAM CHARLES, Dockhead, Bermond- 
sey Wall, Uoal Factor High Court July 30 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

Pappock, JAMES, Buck'and Monachorum, Devon, 
Gent July26at12 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

PsSARMAN, HENRY, Strand July 31 at3 (anew meeting) 
119, Victoria st, Westminster 

PELLEW, Hon. WILLIAM ADDINGTON WANTHROP, 
Dunsford, Exeter, Gent July 30 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

PEIRSON, MICHAEL, Loftus in Cleveland, Yorks, 
Manure Agent Aug 1 at 11 Off Ree, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesborough 

PEVERELL, FREDERICK, Castle Eden Colliery, Dur- 
ham, Grocer July 26at2.15 Moyal Hotel, West 
Hartlepool 

PLASKETT, FREDERICK CHARLES, Landport, Hants, 
Greengrocer July 29 at 3.30 166, Queen St, 
Pocrtsea 

Ross, THOMAS, Ramsey, Hunts, Baker July 31 at 1 
County Court, Peverborough 

ROWSELL, HENRY, Yeovil, Builder Aug 9 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Salisbury 

RUSSELL, JOUN CHARLES, 
zoopes Aug 1 at 11 Off 
Middlesborough 

THORNE, HENRY, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, Butcher 
July 8Lat12 33, Carey st, Liac 1}n’s inn fields 

VAUGHAN, GEORGE Morris. Ryde. I W, Rate Col- 
lector Ju'y 27 at 2.30 Holy rood chbrs, Newport 

VauGHaN, THOMAS BOWEN, Carmarthen, Tailor July 
27at11 Bankruptcy blds gs, Lincoln’s inn 

WELLS, JouNn ROBERT, and KATHERINE HIcks WELLS, 
Norwich, Millers July 27 at12 Off Rec, 8, King 
st, Norwich 

WESTON, Henry RoperT AMBROSE. JAMES SETH 
WESTON, and BYKON ALBERT WESTON, Marl- 
borough rd, Upper Holloway, Bakers July 30 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


Stockton-on-Tees, Inn- 
Rec, 8, Albert rd, 


Woop, HENRY CHARL«S AUGUS — Victoria rd, 
Kentish Towa, Builder July at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Linceln’s ian 
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Ym, HENRY Poasanem. Winchcomb, Glouces, 
Builder July 27 at 415 County Court Office, 
Cheltenham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLARD, Henry, Corsley, wratehioe, Innkee per 
Frome Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Basro™, Henry RoBert, Walworth rd, Sans 
High Court Pet July, 16 Ord July 

ROUSTRED, WILLIAM, Pontesbury,. Balop, amctioneet 
Shrewsbury Pet July 6 Ord July 

Brown, WILLIAM, Kirton in Lindsey, "ines, Poultry 
Dealer GtGrimsby Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Bruce, WILLIAM, Ashton under “y Draper Ash- 


ton under Lyne and Stalybri Pet July 10 
Ord July 13 

BURNETT, WILLIAM, Leeds, Advertising Agent 
Leeds 


Pet a i6 Ord July 16 
hilton Trinity, Somersetshire, 
Dairyman Bridgewater Pet June 24 Ord July 15 
BUTTON, GEORGE, a. Leeds, Grocer Leeds 
Pet July 15 Ord Jul 
BUXTON, CHARLES, Athe : rd, North Bow, Oar- 
penter High Court Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
CARNAC, Sir JAME3 HENRY SPROULE RIVETT, Ba 
Hyde pk mansions, late Clerk High Vourt Pet 
Boot 29 Ord July 16 
COLLIER, WALTER DupLEy, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Waterproof Cover Manufacturer Newcastle on 
Tyne PetJuly 6 Ord July 11 
Qoox, JOHN, Bedford, — Dealer Bedford 
Pet July 16 Ord qaly is 
DAVIES, CHARLES, shpool, wt - 3 
Dra Newtown PetJune27 Or 
FRANCIS, FREDERICK CHARLES, Wells, "Tnsurance 
Agent Wells PetJuly9 Ord July 16 
FRENCH, JAMES, Colne, Lancs, Shoemaker Burnley 
Pet July 11” Ord July 16 
GIBBS, CHARLES ROBERT, Gorleston, eS Butcher 
Gt Yarmouth Pet July17 Ord Jul. 
GREGOR, Emity A, (trading as E. A. Gueao 708 & 0.). 
7 - rd, Tea Merchant Balford Pet June17 Ord 
HALL, *Gzonos LAMBERT, Bradford, Gopepensiel 
Traveller Bradford Pet July 16 ‘Ord Jul 
HARDMAN, WILLIAM, and MATTHEW GUTHRIE i 
a — Engineers Bolton Pet J June 21 
Ord Ju uy 
Hagris, JAMES EPHRAIM, fchbocking, Grocer 
Ipswich PetJuly 16 Ord July 16 
HOMEWOOD, WILLIAM. Brighton, Oontractor Brighton 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
HornNz, JOHN, Walton in Gordano, Somersets wine, 
Schoolmaster Bristol Pet June Ord Jul: 
HORNER, CHARLES ROBERT, Castleford, Yorks! hog 
Drysalter Wakefield fet July 13 ord July 13 
KIrPInG, FREDERICK, Palace rd, Bowes pk, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Janes Ord July 17 
LINDLEY, FREDERICK, Nottingham, Cab Proprietor 
Not — Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
LONDON, + : = mae, Comeeeeg® Publican Oambridge 
w 


Pet rd July 16 
Puitpot, UsHER HovuGutTon, Northcote rd, Batter- 
= o = Bookseller Wandsworth Pet July 4 
rd Ju’ 
PLASE8&IT, SEDERIOK CHABLES, Lan » -¥ Hamp- 
shire. Greangrocer Portsmouth et July 11 
Ord July 11 


PLOWRIGHT, MARY ELIZABETH, Nottingham, Corn 
Dealer Nottingham Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
Rann, ANNIE, Godshill, Isle of Wight, General 

Dealer Newport and Ryde Pet July 11 Ord 


ROBERTS, GEORGE, ‘treat Houghton, Barnsley 
Yorks, Blacksmith Barnsley Pet Tuly 16 Ord 


ROSE, msey, Hustinadenssive, Baker 
pS tn ig &- July 15 
RoWSELL, HENRY, Yeovil, Builder rd Pet July 


n rd, Brixton, 
monger High Court Pet July10 Ora’ Soy 7 
TAYLOR, OS OsnrE, Sheffield, File Manager Sheffield 
Pet July 1¢ Ord July 16 
=———— EORGE FREDERICK, Nuneaton, Warwick- 
—~ a Maker Coventry Pet June 27 


THOMPSON, cmarkan, Old Waites Devtgntive 
a Chesterfi et June 2 Or 
y 
TURLEY, JossPH HENRY, South Shields, Auctioneer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 22 wae July 11 
VAUGHAN, GEORGE Morris, Ryde, I Rate Col- 
lector’ Newport and Hyde Pet iy 12 Ord 


July 

WADE, = Shoreham, Susse: eater Mariner 
Brighton Vet July 17 Ord July 

WAKEFISLD, ALFRED Isaac, Droitwich Baker Wor- 
cester Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Wazerperom, ROBERT THOMAS, 


puppente, Glos, 
— ristol Pet Sly 11 ww be 17 
ILLOOX, +e JOHN, ~ crc 


Foreman th Pet Jurys ager 
WorpsworTH, WILLIAM, Dar J Oittle Dealer 
— Ord duly 1 Tees and Middles orough Pet July 
York, HENRY Leyton rd, oo Dra 
High Court Nour 1 + ; _ 


16 Ord J uly 
Youna, Joun, | endenbail et Steamship | High 
Court Pet May 28 Ord July 17 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of July 9. 


MgEcH, JAMES WILLIAM, lontet 5 Hants, Baker 
Portsmouth Pet July 5 Ord July 5 


SESUDEORTION ANNULLED. — 
Goopson, RICHARD ARTHUR, Braunstone, Leices 
shire, Farmer Leicester Adjud July 19, 1888 
Annul July 16 





London Gasette. ume, Sie J uly 23 23. 
RECEIVING yor 


ADDINELL, Ropert Henry, . Basket Maker 
Leeds Pet yuly 19 A, casi 
BALL, bel <= Bat vale ¢ Gomemetesion 
h — et Ne (Gra 5 u z= 
arker 


BELL, _, 
Bradford Pet July 17 a deew 

BERMINGHAM, BRYAN, Pembroke Dock. Tin Plate 
Worker Pembroke Dock Pet Jul + Ord July 19 

BICKERTON, AUGUSTUS LEONARD, Byce » Linen- 
greoer Newport and Ryde Pet *Fuly ‘17 Ord 

ly 17 

BrLBRoUGH, THOMAS, and MARK NoTTiIncHaM, Leeds, 

Wooll 4 ee turers Leeds Pet July 20 


Buscenunee, 7 mM, Halliwell, James, out of business 
Bolton Pee Ji July 18 Ord July 18 
BopEN, Lg Wa Houmeneuth, I Insurance 
gent Poole Pet Ju uly 20 Ord July 20 
CHARLES, Leicester, eaakes Officer Green- 
wich PetJuly 16 Ord July 16 
BRIERLEY, JOHN WILLIAM, Cumberworth, Yorks, 
Dyer ye Huddersfield Pet July 19 
u 
Brooks, Coalville, Latees, Labourer 
Latester Por July 20 Ord Ju uly 20 
Butt, SARAH ANNE, ee - +: el 
Bu og i July17 Ord J 
Davigs, JAMES, Cro; * Oar aly > “» bintenss 
Croydon Pet J a it Ord J 
DAVISON, JOSEPH. Bedfordehire, Butcher 
Bedford Pet Pet July 4 1 Ordo 
Dawson, THoMAS, Sheffield, Beiter Sheffield 
Pet June 28 OrdJu — 1 
Dee, Toat, Bath, Plumber Bath PetJuly20 Ord 
© eae Stalham. reste, Butcher 
“Touen Pet Pot Jul 19 Ord July 
Futon, Rosert, Brockley rite, Kent, Pigeon 
Breeder Greenwich Pet J uly 18 July 18 
ay FRANCIS JOHN, Burton on Preet py 
Agen’ partes o on Trent Pet July 16 Ord Ju’ 
Gress. W W. ,: oi ena ey we terr, Builder ion 
Court et ha 10 Ord 
GILBERT, WILLIAM, Newm —— —— of Race- 
horses Cambridge Pet J July5 Ord July 20 
GrotH, LoRENTZ ALBERT, Tokenhouse bldgs, Moor- 
gate ot st, ey Engineer HighCourt Pet June 21 


ABRISON a Ora sul ate, . on Plumber 
Lincoln Pet July 8 


HAYES. WALTER WILLIA Onvrentey, Selop, Grocer 
Wrexham Pet July 18 Ord July 1 
——— RicHARD, Maesteg, Glamor, anshire, Fish- 
monger Cardiff at ee 19 O ay P 
Hi11, ALBERT, and RALPH OPPENHEIM, ‘Oh Kent rd, 
tmp ey Merchants High Uourt Pet July 19 
r 


HOoopEr, “any West Norweed, © urrey, Grocer 
High Oourt Pet July 18 Ord Jul 


HuGuHeEs, WILLIAM JAMES, Liver, Ty ee Aber- 
ystwith Pet July4 OrdJu 

UMBERSYONE, CHARLES HENRY, Y (atecsier, Hosiery 

Hangioctesees’ Agent Leicester Pet July 18 


Isaics, rh aK Gloucester cres,  ameaee pk High 
Court Pet June 2t Ord Jul 

JEWELL, R., Bristol, Cabinet Manufacturer Bris- 
tol Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Jounson, THOMAS, Presteign, 
Leominster Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

JONES, DavID, Frwnog, w+ ~~ ‘oe Farmer 
Newtown Pet July2 Ord July 19 

JOYCE, CHARLES FRancis WALTER, Balham h rd, 


= = 2 Dealer Wandsworth Pet July 8 
r 

= Were BD peotierd, Sut Merchant Bradford 
Vet July 4 Ord Jul 


LisTER, ALFRED, Low ns nr Bradford, M: 

fares. = Dress Goods ‘Bradford Pet td “9 
w 

LOFTUS. phy kpvempes ool, eT? Victualler Liver- 
bool Pet J Ord July 19 

~ 5 te Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet Jaly 18 Ord rd duly 1 

Nunn, ANNETTE, East hill, Wandsworth, no occupa- 
tion Greenwich Pet July 3 16 Ord July 16 

ASHLEY and GREENSMITH, Notting Aerated 

pany Fy YY _—_e Nottingham et July 5 

PICKARD iieun, ond ARTHUR PICKARD, Leices 
— Leicester PetJuly 20 Oni 

any jouN, Ogrticte, Confectioner Carlisle Pst 
July 20 Ord July 20 


Rippick, ADAM, Churchto nr Soto, Gent 
Preston Pet July 9 Grd duly 
ROBINSON, FREDERICK, C rt st Fulham rd, Pro- 
= * agen High Court et July 1 Ord 
ly i 


COTNEY, OWEN, Pet Juy 4 rd, Oanning Eee, Builder 
High Court Pet J Ord July 
a E. J., Lond aks = Station, |) 
F Railway Pet June 13 Ord 
uly 


euapeein, JOHN prreli 7 eee Builder 
Leicester Pet July 17 Ord Jul 

SNEEZUM, wy why Rayleigh, Meson, Baker Chelms- 
ford Pet July was July 20 

Tae b Court Pe Pet July xy Romford, os ae 

01 719 

root eee Atherstone, W: 

Birming ham PetJul is Ord Jul 

TosKiNaTOR, Samugt, Burnley, Jo L. Burnley 

uly 19 Ord July 19 

WADDINGTON, JAMES FRANKLIN, Seacombe, » Cheshiva, 

7 el "Tneaeed Pet June 2 
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Wan a Se , Coal Merchant 
~ Pet July 5 bed July’ 19 4 
Warp, Epwin Txo: ndsworth, out of business 
West Bromwich Pet Boon 20 Ord Jaly 20 


wae. EDWARD, Sailmaker 


‘aversham, nt, 
anterbury Pet July 17 Ord July 17 


a. following pmnened notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of June 1. 


Woop, Henry O#fARLEs AvGusTUs, Victoria rd, 
7 by ed Builder High Oourt Pet May 10 
une 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Henry, Corsle Wiltshire, Innkeeper 
‘Aug’? at i280’ Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
ING, HENRY, is, West Kent, ae Aug 1 at 


BEL, JOHN tt =~ Billiard Ma Le nae July 
Siati1 Off Rec, ~~ row, B 

BICKERTON, AUGUSTUS yh iiyde, t. I, ‘w, Linen 
ew ahead at 11 Holyrood chmbrs, New- 
po > 

BIRCUMSHAW, | GERVASE MATraeEws, Nottingham, 
Lace ufacturer July 30 at 12 Off 1, 


CKHURST, TOM, 
ness Aug lati 16, Wood st, B 
- pa 


BRIERLEY, JOH W: Gemhouk » Yorkshire, 
Dyer’s Assistant fadlerat eS $ h & Son, 
Solicitors, New aes Hu 


Brown, WILL, Ki in Tinie Poultry Dealer 
July 31 at 1 of Reco, 3, aven st, Great 


BURNARD, ROBERT, "ng Confectioner July 
Ces Rec, 74, Newborough street, Scar- 


, WILLIAM, Leeds, Advertising Agent July 
3iat 11 Off Mf Rec, 22 22, Park row, Leeds 
BuTrTon, GEORGE, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer July 31 at 
12 Off Reo, 22, Park row, 
GABBUTT, FRANCIS JOHN, Burton on Trent, Insurance 
Avent July 30 at 3 Midland Hotel, Burtoa on 


ent 
GoopACRE, Jouy, Liverpool, out of business July 31 
at 1 Off Rec, 35, Man st, Liverpool 
JAMES SHEPPERSON, Nottingham, Painter 
July, 30 at 1 at 11 Off ‘ie. 1, High pavement, Not- 


HARRISON, CHA eee. te, Lincoln, Plumber 
Aug iati Off Rec, 31, ree, Leo 
HAWKINS, JOHN, New Cross rd, Provision Merchant 
fields 1 at 11 Beakrapecy, Sianes. Linocoln’s inn 
3 


HAwWtey, Guasame, Sheffield, Glass Me t July 
S8iat3 Off Reo, Vigtceo —. Sheffiel 
HoMEWoOOD, WILLIAM Brighten, Contenster July 
ST! Off Heo. 4: Pavi on bidngs. Brigh righton 
‘MBERSTONE, © cester, Hosiery 
"Manufacturers Lf Aug 1 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
pet, JOHN. 


rs Bristol Cabinet Lg Aug 
7 at 11.30 fee Bonk ok 


JOHNSON, 0. Off Bee, JOSIAH, Tarkbelt = Clap- 
om 9 Plate Worker "yelp 30 at 3 119, Vie. 
8 


estminster 
JOYNER, HENRY, London a Carver Aug iati2 
y, Wat ~ u etl 
Y, 


31, or row, 
KIrrinG, ‘Feaneeeo OK, Palace rd, Bowes pk, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 2at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
ART, RADULFE LENOX, Stoke lane, Somerset- 
roy Gent Aug7 ati Off Reo, Bank chbrs, 


Henry, and James Lewis, Neath, Glam, 
Grocers ww 30 at 3 Off Rec, 12, cet pl, 


Newport, M 
LEt, FERDEAIOE. Nottingham, Ca! rietor 
aly’ 31 at 12 Of Ree, 1, High LB. Not- 


OME, Witu1amM Tomas, Amphitheatre yd, 
Barrow {no Furness, aad, Maker July 81 at il 
16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
ALFRED, Low Moor, nr Bradf Dress 
Goods Ly a et Aug $ at 3 Of 3, 
Moummn Seuss Gaz. fox Y ks, F; A 
ORRELL, JOHN GILL, or’! ‘armer Aug 
2at11.15 Off Rec, Yor! 
ARNALL, SIDNSY FRANCIS, i Softies Aug 8 
at 12.45 Great Western Caron Hotel. 
PEACOCK, LEONARD, Old vBhildon, Durham, Joiner 
July 30 at 4.30 ree Tuns Durham 
Proyasees, Mary ELIzabera, Nottingham, Oorn 
pour July 80 atit Off Rec, 1, High pavement, 


ottingbam 
muy JOHN, Carlisle, Confectioner Augéati2 Off 
Ree, 34, Fisher Carlisle 


N, Fleet st, Musical 

Instrument t Dealer Aug 1 at 2.30 33, Oarey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

ScHo renee, RTH, Man- 

Fuly'90 at 5 


ry Grey re) Manufacturers 

Rec. Ogden’s chbra, Bridge st. Manchester 
- wnt) 2: Belgrave, ullder Aug i 
a 


THEO st, St Tat Captain Aug? 
BALD, A. Duke ames’s, ug 
Garey 


at 12 st, Lincoln’s inn nels 
ABD, Thies, Yor ks, Chemist Aug? 


MPSON, 
at 12 Station Hotel, Yor! 
Bateman’s al Shoreditc h, Carman 


ANE, 
Aug 1 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, ao st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
AKEFIELD, ALFRED Isaac, Droitwich, Worcester- 
shire, Baker July 31 at it Off PSone Gon, 
WARMINGTON, ROBERT THOMAS, gg mB ay 
Builder Aug 7 at 12 Off Reo, 


W: EDWARD, Faversham, Sailmaker Aug? 
79.90 Off Ree, 6. Ganth aie Canterbury ~ 
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Woop, Ricuarp Drury, Barrow in Furness, Time- | 
July 31 at 12 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow 


in Furness 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ADDINELL, RoperRT HENRY, Leeds, Basket Maker 
Leeds Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
AINGE, Marky ANN, Crabbs Cross, Warwickshire, 
rhouse keeper Birmingham Pet July 13 
Ord July 18 
ALLEN, ALFRED, Folkestone rd, Edmonton, Builder 
Edmonton Pet June 18 Ord July 17 
Bay. WILLIAM, Lanark pl, Maida Vale, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet July 17 Ord July 20 
BRLL, JOHN EpwIn, Shipley, Yorks, Billiard Marker 
Bradford Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
BENTLEY, ALFRED, Tyldesley, Lancs, Builder Bolton 


Pet July 12 Ord _ 
BERMINGHAM, BRYAN, Pembroke Docks, Tin Plate 
Pembroke Dock Pet July 19 Ord 


Worker 
July 19 

Brapy, Epwakp, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt Yarmouth 
Pet July 15 Ord July 20 

RAILEY, CHARLES, Leicester, Excise Officer Green- 

wich Pet July16 Ord July 16 

BRIERLEY, JOHN WILLIAM, Cumberworth, Yorks, 
_- Assistant Huddersfield PetJuly19 Ord 

y 

BuURNARD, ROBERT, Falsgrave, Scarborough, Confec- 
tioner Scarborough Pet July 13 Ord July 19 

OABLYLE, FRANCIS JOHN, Swansea, Solicitor Swan- 
sea Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

CATTON, SAMUEL KILPriIn, Old Kent rd, Draper High 
Court Pet Junei3 Ord July 20 

Davies, JAMES, Croydon, Surrey, out of business | 
Croydon Pet July 16 Ord July 17 

Davies, MaNnsEL BERNARD, Blaina, Monmouthshire, 
Grocer Tredegar Pet July 13 Ord July 18 

Dose, — Bath, Plumber Bath Pet July 20 Ord 


y 
ELPHICK, EBENEZER, St Leonards on Sea, Commer- | 
cial Traveller Hastings Pet July1 Ord July 20 | 
FRENCH, EBENEZER, Norfolk, Butcher Norwich Pet | 
July 19 Ord July 19 
TON, ROBERT, Brockley rise, Kent, Pigeon 
Breeder Greenwich Pet Junei17 Ord July 18 
GaBBUTT, FRancis JOHN, Burton on Trent, Insur- 
= ao Burton on Trent Pet July 16 Ord 
yi 
Hancock, RosertT, Sheviock, Cornwall, Farmer 
East Stonehouse Pet July8 Ord July 20 
HARDY, JAMES SHEPPERSON, poengue, Painter 
Nottingham Pet July 17 Ord July 20 


HAYES, WALTER WILLIAM, Oswestry, Salop, Grocer | 
Wrexham Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

HeEwnwys, RICHARD, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Fish- 
monger Oardiff Pet July19 Ord July 19 

Horrer, } JEAN, Camberwell New rd, Merchant's 
Clerk High Court Pet June2s (rd July 15 

HOLDEN, JOHN THOMAS ALFRED, Acton, 
High Court Pet Juneé Ord oe 19 

Hooper, Henry, West Norwood, Surrey, Grocer 
High Court Pet July 18 Ord July 20 

JEWELL, JOHN, Bristol, Cabinet Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet July 18 Ord ay / 19 

JUBB, WILLIAM, Three Colt st, Limehouse, General 
Draper High Court Pet June 24 Ord July 19 

Kemp, R. T., Aldermanbury, Agent High Court 
Pet June 24 Ord July 18 

KinG, HENRY ALFRED, Kin 
man High Court Pet July 16 Ord July 20 

KNOWLES, FREDERICK JOHN, Peel Causeway, nr 
Bowden, Oheshire, Gent Manchester Pet 
Marchs8 Ord July 20 

LANDY, RopgeRt HENRY DeEncH, Blair st, Poplar, 
Fruiterer High Court Pet July17 Ord July 20 

LEwis, HENRY, and James Lewis, Neath, Grocers 
Neath Pet July 5 Ord July 19 

LirscOMBE, WILLIAM THOMAS, Barrow in Furness, 
Chair Maker Ulverston and Barrow in F arness 
PetJuly2 OrdJuly 2 

LISTER, ALFRED, Low Moor, nr Bradford, Maker of 
Dress Goods Bradford PetJuly19 Ord July 19 

LuMsB, GEORGE, Halifax. Engineers’ Tool Maker 
Halifax Pet July5 Ord July 18 

MARTIN, BENJAMIN, Florence terr, East Greenwich, 
Baker Greenwich Pet June 20 Ord June 21 


st, Westminster, Bar- 


| MORRELL, JOHN GILL, Pannall, Yorks, Farmer York 


Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

NIGHTINGALE, THOMAS WALTER, Paul st, Finsbury, 
Undertaker High Court Pet July9 Ord July 18 

NortH, R E, Hatton gdn, Diamond Merchant igh 
Court Pet Feb13 Ord July 20 

NUNN, ANNETTE, Eaat hill, Wandsworth. no occu- 
pation Greenwich Pet July 16 Ord July 19 | 

PAGE, JOHN WILMOT Epwin, New st, Covent garden, 
Designer High Court Pet July15 Ord July 18 

PASLEY, HAMILTON SABINE, East Sheen, Surrey, 
Printer High Court Pet May7 Ord July 18 

PELLEW, Hon WILLIAM ADDINGTON WANTHROP, 
Dunsford, Exeter, Gent High Court Pet May 
31 Ord July 18 

PICKARD, WALTER, and ARTHUR PICKARD, Leicester, 
Fock Manwtasvuvers Leicester Pet July 20 Ord 

uly 


entist | Ta 


READ, EDMUND JOHN, Melcombe Regis. 
Jeweller Dorchester Pet July3 Ord 
Y, JOHN, Carlisle, Confectioner Carlisle Pet 
July 20 Ord ~~ 
SNEEZUM, GEORGE, Rayleigh, Essex, Baker Chelms- 
ford Pet July 19 Ord July 20 
omas, LEwis, Northwich, Cheshire, Clothier 
Nantwich and Crewe Pet June 18 Ord July 19 
TILLYARD, EBENEZER, St Martin's lane, Charing 
ss, Solicitor High Oourt Pet Nov 7 Ord 


July 18 
Toon, Witt, Atherstone, Warwick, Grocer Bir- 
mingham Pet July18 Ord July 20 
TORKINGTON, SAMUEL, Burnley, Joiner, Builder, and 
Timber Merchant Burnley Pet July 19 Ord 


July 19 
WALKER, GEORGE, Baker st, Enfield, Grocer Ed- 
15 Ord July 17 


»_ Dorset 
July 18 


monton Pet J 
WALSOM, JOHN, Satchwell st, Bethnal Green rd, Box 
Manufacturer High Court Pet July 15 Ord 


July 15 

WHITWORTH, JOHN JAMES, Aberdare, Draper Aber- 

Pet July 15 Ord July 18 

WIsE, EDWARD, Faversham, Kent, Sailmaker Uan- 
te! Pet July17 Ord July 17 

Woop, ENRY CHARLES AUGUSTUS, Victoria rd, 
Kentish Town, Builder High Court Pet May 10 
Ord July 15 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of July 16. 
TURNER, THOMAS BALLENY, Fenchurch st, India- 
fn ag Merchant HighCourt Pet Mayis Ord 

y 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 27.—Mesers. C. & F. RUTLEY, on the Estate, at 
3 o'clock, Freehold Investments (see advertisement, 
July 20, p. 620). 

July 31.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the 

rt, E.C., at 2.30 o’clock, Law Fire Insurance 
Shares (see advertisement, this week, p. 6). 

July 31.—Messrs. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the Geor; 
Inn, Enfield Town, at 6 for7 o’clock p.m., Freehold 
and Leasehold Investments (see advertisements, 
this week, p. 6). 

Aug. 1.—Messrs. Foster & ORANFIELD, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Reversions (see advertisement, 
t is week, p. 6). 








THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 
LIMITED. 
Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 


ALEXANDER CROSSMAN, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & Prichard), 16, Theobald’s- 
road, W.C. 


’ 


Doveras Gartu, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 
inn, W.O. 


HENRY EDWARD Grin3tez, Esq. (Meesrs. Torr, Janeways, Gribble, & Oddie), 88, 
Bedford-row, W.C., and 19, Parliament-street, S.W. 


JOHN ARTHUR ILIFFE, Esq. (Messrs. lliffe, Henley, & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W.C. 


The OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY is to enable Solicitors, by co-operation 
among themselves, to ensure the highest efficiency in all branches of their Law 
Stationery work, and to share in the profits arising therefrom. 


After setting aside a reserve and a 6 per cent. preferential cumulative dividend, 
the PROFITS are divided between (a) Shareholders and (4) Customers, being 
Solicitors whose accounts amount to £100 per annum (less payments), until the 


~ DIRECTORS: — 


Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


whole residue. 





and the Society supplies 
before delivery. 


SHIRLEY. 


Frank ROWLEY PARKER, Esq. (Messrs. 8 e, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe), 
ih powers, Carey-street, W.C., and 9, Bridge-street, Westminste 


RICHARD PENNINGTON, Esq. 
64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


GEORGE EpWAkrD Lake, Esq. (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square, 


, 


a en Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 


former have received 12 per cent. in all, after which such Customers take the 
In addition, LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allowed, as shewn in the Price List, 


goods on account and without requiring payments 


Price Lists forwarded post-free on application to the Secretary, W. H. 8. 
12, NEW COURT, CAREY STREET, W.C., axn 49, BEDFORD ROW, W.C. 








AW.—Great Saving.— Abstracts Copied at | 
Sixpence eer sheet; Drafts, Costs, and Briefs | 
One Penny per folio; Deeds Engrossed Three Half- 
pence per folio net,— LANHAM, 3, Chichester- 
rents, by 84, Chancery-lane, W.O. 


AW.—Wanted, by Young Solicitor (not | 
yet admitted), Clerkship in town or country 

office; good references; salary moderate,—Address, 

B., care of J. A. Parks, 17, Furnival-st., London, E.O. 


AW PARTNERSHIP WANTED in the 

Country (Home Counties or South of England 
preferred) by a Youn ieticdhoe (penned with Honours, 
and Articled in the Office of a Clerk ef the Peace for 
a County).—Address, LEx, care of J, L. Gauntlett, 
Eeq., Banker, East Gate, Chichester, 





ANAGING CLERKSHIP.—Gentleman 
(25), quajified, desires Engagement; experi- 
enced in Conveyancing, Common Law, and General 
e; South or West of England preferred; 
moderate.—Address, J, A. STROUD, Clovelly, 

North Devon. 


iy you want Money without Fees~—amounts | 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
A, CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. | 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. | 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text- 
books always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. | 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici- 
tors, €c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, | 
Strand. and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES | 
or smaller collections of Books, in town cr country, | 
giving the utmost value in cash; also value for 
ROBATE. Experienced valuers promptly sent. 
Removals without trouble or expense to sellers. 
Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, Bookmen, | 
London, Code in use, Unicode. } 


LONDON GAZETTE (pubiished by authority) and | 

LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT | 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET | 
8 


TREET. | 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, | 
begs to direct the attention ofthe Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of | 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma | 
notices, &c,, and hereby solicits their continued support.— 
N.B. One copy of advertisement required, and the 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 
forms for advertisement and file of ‘* London Gazette” 
Sept. Byappointment. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ees MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the J Meet Torch. Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





| SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 


G Route vii Crinan and Caledonian Canals). 
Royal Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from 
Glasgow Daily at 7 a.m., from Greenock at 8.50 | 
conveying, in connection with his West hian 
Steamers, passengers for Oban, Fort Wile, ver- 
ness, Lochawe, Skye, Gairloch, Staffa, Iona, Glencoe, 
Stornoway, &c. Guide, 2d. ; Illustrated, 6d. 
and 1s., by post, or at W. H. Smith & Sons’ Railway 
Bookstalls. Time 


B with Map and Far free 
from the a 119, ‘Hope 
atree 


LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS (Boyal 
al 


owner, David MacBBAYNE, 
Ww, 








